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(not published on Saturdays, Sundays, or on official holidays), 
by the Office of the Federal Register, National Archives and 
Records Administration, Washington, DC 20408, under the 
Federal Register Act (49 Stat. 500, as amended; 44 U.S.C. Ch. 
15) and the regulations of the Administrative Committee of the 
Federal Register (1 CFR Ch. I). Distribution is made only by the 
Superintendent of Documents, U.S. Government Printing Office, 
Washington, DC 20402. 


The Federal Register provides a uniform system for making 
available to the public regulations and legal notices issued by 
Federal agencies. These include Presidential proclamations and 
Executive Orders and Federal agency documents having general 
applicability and legal effect, documents required to be 
published by act of Congress and other Federal agency 
documents of public interest. Documents are on file for public 
inspection in the Office of the Federal Register the day before 
they are published, unless earlier filing is requested by the 
issuing agency. 

The Federal Register will be furnished by mail to subscribers 
for $340.00 per year, or $170.00 for 6 months, payable in 
advance. The charge for individual copies is $1.50 for each 
issue, or $1.50 for each group of pages as actually bound. Remit 
check or money order, made payable to the Superintendent of 
Documents, U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, DC 
20402. 


There are no restrictions on the republication of material 
appearing in the Federal Register. 


Questions and requests for specific information may be directed 
to the telephone numbers listed under INFORMATION AND 
ASSISTANCE in the READER AIDS section of this issue. 


How To Cite This Publication: Use the volume number and the 
page number. Example: 52 FR 12345. 


THE FEDERAL REGISTER 
WHAT IT IS AND HOW TO USE IT 


Any person who uses the Federal Register and Code of 
Federal Regulations. 
The Office of the Federal Register. 


Free public briefings (approximately 2 1/2 hours) to 


present: 


1. The regulatory process, with a focus on the Federal 
Register system and the public's role in the 
development of regulations. 

2. The relationship between the Federal Register and Code 
of Federal Regulations. 

3. The important elements of typical Federal Register 
documents. 

4. An introduction to the finding aids of the FR/CFR 


system. 


To provide the public with access to information 
necessary to research Federal agency regulations which 
directly affect them. There will be no discussion of 
specific agency regulations. 


WHEN: 
WHERE: 


RESERVATIONS: 
Portland 


Seattle 
Tacoma 


WHEN: 
WHERE: 


RESERVATIONS: 


WHEN: 
WHERE: 


RESERVATIONS: 


WHEN: 
WHERE: 


RESERVATIONS: 


Houston 
Austin 

San Antonio 
New Orleans 


PORTLAND, OR 


February 17; at 9 am. 

Bonneville Power Administration 
Auditorium, 

1002 N.E. Holladay Street, 

Portland, OR. 

Call the Portland Federal Information 
Center on the following local numbers: 
503-221-2222 

206-442-0570 

206-383-5230 


LOS ANGELES, CA 


February 18; at 1:30 pm. 

Room 8544, Federal Building, 

300 N. Los Angeles Street, 

Los Angeles, CA. 

Call the Los Angeles Federal Information 


Center, 213-894-3800 


SAN DIEGO, CA 

February 20; at 9 am. 

Room 2831, Federal Building, 

880 Front Street, San Diego, CA. 

Call the San Diego Federal Information 
Center, 619-293-6030 


HOUSTON, TX 

March 10; at 9 am. 

Room 4415, Federal Building, 

515 Rusk Avenue, Houston, TX. 

Call the Houston Federal Information 
Center on the following local numbers: 
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Title 3— 


The President 


{FR Doc. 87-2352 
Filed 2-2-87; 2:52 pm] 
Billing code 3195-01-M 


Presidential Documents 


Proclamation 5605 of February 2, 1987 


_ National Poison Prevention Week, 1987 


By the President of the United States of America 


A Proclamation 


Accidental poisonings, in which children swallow medicines or household 
chemicals, continue to be a tragic public health problem in our country. Since 
the first National Poison Prevention Week, in 1962, our Nation’s yearly death 
toll has dropped by more than 80 percent. But even as we rejoice in this 
progress, we resolve to redouble our efforts to reduce the number and severity 
of childhood poisonings. 


The National Center for Health Statistics reports that in 1984, the most recent 
year reported, 64 children died after accidentally swallowing household 
chemicals or medicines. And the American Association of Poison Control 
Centers in 1984 received more than 360,000 reports of ingestion of poison by 
children under five. 


Thankfully, a number of organizations, private and public, continue to do a 
great deal to stop these accidents. The Poison Prevention Week Council 
coordinates a nationai network of health, safety, business, and voluntary 
groups to increase public awareness. The United States Consumer Product 
Safety Commission administers the Poison Prevention Act and requires child- 
resistant closures on many products that are potentially dangerous to children. 
The Poison Control Centers throughout our land provide emergency first aid 
information if poisonings occur. And many State and local health depart- 
ments, hospitals, pharmacies, cooperative extension agents, and others con- 
duct poison prevention programs. We can be most grateful for the caring and 
concern shown by these Americans. 


To encourage the American people to learn more about the dangers of 
accidental poisonings and to take more preventive measures, the Congress, by 
joint resolution approved September 26, 1961 (75 Stat. 681), has authorized and 
requested the President to issue a proclamation designating the third week of 
March of each year as “National Poison Prevention Week.” 


NOW, THEREFORE, I, RONALD REAGAN, President of the United States of 
America, do hereby designate the week beginning March 15, 1987, as National 
Poison Prevention Week. I call upon all Americans to observe this week by 
participating in appropriate ceremonies and events. 


IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand this second day of 
February, in the year of our Lord nineteen hundred and eighty-seven, and of 
the Independence of the United States of America the two hundred and 


eleventh. 
(2 ono (roger 
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[FR Doc. 87-2353 
Filed 2-2-87; 2:53 pm] 
Billing code 3195-01-M 


Presidential Documents 


Executive Order 12582 of February 2, 1987 


Naturalization Requirements Exceptions for Aliens and 
Non-Citizen Nationals of the United States Who Served 
in the Grenada Campaign 


By the authority vested in me as President by the Constitution and laws of the 
United States of America, including Section 1440 of Title 8, United States 
Code, and in order to provide expedited naturalization for aliens and non- 
citizens who served in the Armed Forces in the Grenada campaign, it is 
hereby ordered as follows: 


For the purpose of determining qualification for the exceptions from the usual 
requirements for naturalization, the period of Grenada military operations in 
which the Armed Forces of the United States were engaged in armed conflict 
with a hostile foreign force commenced on October 25, 1983, and terminated 
on November 2, 1983. Those persons serving honorably in active-duty status in 
the Armed Forces of the United States during this period, in the Grenada 
campaign, are eligible for naturalization in accordance with the statutory 
exceptions to the naturalization requirements, as provided in Section 1440(b) 
of Title 8, United States Code. Qualifying active-duty service includes service 
conducted, during this period, on the islands of Grenada, Carriacou, Green 
Hog, and those islands adjacent to Grenada in the Atlantic Seaboard where 
such service was in direct support of the military operations in Grenada. 


~ Qualifying active-duty service during this period also includes service con- 


ducted in the air.space above Grenada, in the adjacent seas where operations 
were conducted, and at the Grantly Adams International Airport in Barbados. 


THE WHITE HOUSE, 


February 2, 1987. 








Rules and Regulations 


This section of the FEDERAL REGISTER 
contains regulatory documents having 
general applicability and legal effect, most 
of which are keyed to and codified in 
the Code of Federal Regulations, which is 
published under 50 titles pursuant to 44 
U.S.C. 1510. : 

The Code of Federal Regulations is sold 
by the Superintendent of Documents. 
Prices of new books are listed in the 
first FEDERAL REGISTER issue of each 
week. 


OFFICE OF PERSONNEL 
MANAGEMENT 


5 CFR Parts 870, 871, 872, 873, and 890 


Federal Employees Group Life 

Insurance and Health Benefits 

Programs, Underdeductions of 
Premiums 


AGENCY: Office of Personnel 
Management. 


ACTION: Final regulations. 


sSumMARY: The Office of Personnel 
Management (OPM) is adopting 
previously proposed regulations on the 
Federal Employees’ Group Life 
Insurance (FEGLI) and the Federal 
Employees Health Benefits (FEHB) 
Programs. These regulations clarify a 
Federal agency's responsibilities when 
the agency discovers that it failed to 
deduct life or health insurance 
withholdings required by law from 
salary, annuity, or workers 
compensation disbursements to an 
insured individual. . 


EFFECTIVE DATE: March 6, 1987. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Bonnie Rose, (202) 632-4634. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On July 
15, 1986, OPM published two proposed 
regulations in the Federal Register (51 
FR 25532-25534; technical corrections 
published at 51 FR 28576, August 8, 1986) 
concerning a Federal agency's obligation 
under the FEGLI and FEHB laws to 
submit all required employee and 
agency premium contributions to OPM 
for deposit in the respective program 
trust funds: Both of these proposed 
regulations specified that when an 
agency discovers that it deducted less 
than or none of the applicable FEGLI or 
FEHB withholdings from an insured 
individual's pay, annuity, or workers 
compensation payments, the paying 
agency must promptly remit an amount 
equal to the uncollected withholdings to 
OPM. The agency’s remittance must 
reach OPM no later than 60 calendar 


days after determination that an 
underdeduction exists. 

By express provision, these 
regulations will not interfere with 
agency authority (under 5 U.S.C. 5584 or 
other applicable statute) to waive any 
overpayment of pay, annuity, or workers 
compensation resulting from 
underdeduction of FEGLI or FEHB 
withholdings in lieu of recovery from the 
affected individual. However, the 
regulations advise that, regardless of 
whether or when the agency recovers 
FEGLI or FEHB underdeductions from 
the program enrollee, the agency is 
obliged to forward to OPM the full 
amount due the respective program trust 
fund within the prescribed 60-day 
period. 

OPM received four comments on the 
proposed regulations. Comments from 
two insurance companies that 
participate in the FEHB Program fully 
supported the clarification of agency 
responsibilities concerning 
underdeductions. 

An individual expressed concern 
about the financial burden that 
retroactive adjustment of premium 
underdeductions would impose on 
retirees with limited incomes. However, 
as explained previously, these 
regulations will not interfere with 
established agency authority to waive 
overpayments of pay, annuity, or 
workers compensation under prescribed 
conditions. The civil service retirement 
law (5 U.S.C. 8346(b)), for example, 
provides that: “Recovery of [annuity] 
payments . . . may not be made from 
an individual when, in the judgment of 
the Office of Personnel Management, the 
individual is without fault and recovery 
would be against equity and good 
conscience.” Even if the facts in a 
particular case lead to a finding that the 
individual is obligated to repay an 
overpayment of retirement benefits, the 
retirement debt collection regulations (5 
CFR 831.1305(c)) permit installment 
payments to ease the financial burden. 

Finally, an employing agency 
commented that the proposed 
regulations refer to “administrative 
error” without defining the term and 
also questioned what source of funds is 
available for paying insurance 
deductions not yet collected from 
insured individuals. The term 
“administrative error” appears only in 
the summary of the proposed 
regulations. The Supplementary 
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Information section further explains that 
the proposed regulations concern 
agency failure to properly deduct 
insurance withholdings required by law 
from agency payments to insured 
individuals so that an “underdeduction” 
results. The regulatory text defines the 
term “underdeduction” and explains 
agency responsibilities in this regard. 
Accordingly, we do not believe that a 
further definition is required. 

As to the source of funding for 
retroactive insurance deductions, the 
General Accounting Office (GAO) has 
consistently held that underdeductions 
of Federal employee contributions for 
retirement or group insurance results in 
an overpayment of salary, which is 
subject to waiver under 5 U.S.C. 5584; 
for example, see Comptroller General 
decisions B-212154 and B-202201. In 
determining whether there has been an 
overpayment of pay, GAO focuses on 
the net salary received by the 
individual. Thus, even though the gross 
pay may have been correct, 
underdeductions can result in salary 
overpayment. The source of funds for 
agency use in forwarding 
underdeductions of individual insurance 
withholdings is the same as that used 
for salary or benefit payments to the 
individual. Agencies must subsequently 
determine whether recovery of salary or 
benefit overpayments may be waived 
under applicable law. 

Finally, OPM is further revising the 
introductory text in § 890.101(a) for 
greater clarity. 


E.O. 12291, Federal Regulation 


I have determined that this is not a 
major rule as defined under section 1(b) 
of E.O. 12291, Federal Regulation. 


Regulatory Flexibility Act 


I certify that these regulations will not 
have a significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities 
because they concern administration of 
Federal employee benefits. 


List of Subjects 
5 CFR Parts 870, 871, 872, and 873 


Administrative practice and 
procedure, Government employees, Life 
insurance, Retirement. 


5 CFR Part 890 


Administrative practice and 
procedure, Claims, Government 





employees, Health insurance, 
Retirement. 


Office of Personnel Management. 
James E. Colvard, 
Deputy Director. 


Accordingly, OPM is amending 5 CFR 
Parts 870, 871, 872, 873, and 890 as 
follows: 

1. The authority citation for Parts 870, 
871, 872, and 873 continues to read as 
follows: 


Authority: 5 U.S.C. 8716. 


PART 870—BASIC LIFE INSURANCE 


2. Section 870.103 is amended to 
alphabetically add the definition of 
“underdeduction” to read as follows: 


§ 870.103 Definitions. 

“Underdeduction” means a failure to 
withhold the required amount of life 
insurance deductions from an 
individual's pay, annuity, or 
compensation. This definition includes 
both nondeductions (when none of the 
required amount was withheld) and 
partial deductions (when only part of 
the required amount was withheld). 
Withholdings are not required while an 
individual is in a nonpay status; 
therefore, the nonpayment of premiums 
in this instance does not result in an 
underdeduction. 

3. In § 870.401, paragraph (h) is 
revised and paragraph (i) is added to 
read as follows: 


§ 870.401 Withholdings and contributions. 
(h) When an agency withholds less 
than or none of the proper amount of 
basic life insurance deductions from an 
individual's pay, annuity, or 
compensation, the agency must submit 
an amount equal to the sum of the 
uncollected deductions and any 
applicable agency contributions 
required under section 8708 of Title 5, 
United States Code, to OPM for deposit 
to the Employee's Life Insurance Fund. 
(i) The deposit to OPM as described in 
paragraph (h) of this section must be 
made as soon as possible but no later 
than 60 calendar days after the date the 
employing office determines the amount 
of the underdeduction that has occurred, 
regardless of whether or when the 
underdeduction is recovered by the 
agency. A subsequent agency 
determination whether to waive 
collection of an overpayment of pay 
caused by failure to properly withhold 
life insurance deductions shall be made 
in accordance with 5 U.S.C. 5584 as 
implemented by 4 CFR Chapter I, 
Subchapter G, unless the agency 
involved is excluded from application of 


5.U.S.C. 5584, in which case any 
applicable authority to waive the 
collection may be used. 


PART 871—STANDARD OPTIONAL 
LIFE INSURANCE 


4. In § 871.401, paragraph (g) is revised 
and paragraph (h) is added to read as 
follows: 


§ 871.401 Withholdings. 

(g) When an agency withholds less 
than or none of the proper cost of 
optional life insurance from an 
individual's pay, annuity, or 
compensation, the agency must submit 
an amount equal to the uncollected 
deductions required under section 8714a 
of Title 5, United States Code, to OPM 
for deposit to the Employees’ Life 
Insurance Fund. 

(h) The deposit to OPM as described 
in paragraph (g) of this section must be 
made as soon as possible but no later 
than 60 calendar days after the date the 
employing office determines the amount 
of the underdeduction that has occurred, 
regardless of whether or when the 
underdeduction is recovered by the 
agency. A subsequent agency 
determination whether to waive 
collection of an overpayment of pay 
shall be made in accordance with 5 
U.S.C. 5584 as implemented by 4 CFR 
Chapter I, Subchapter G, unless the 
agency involved is excluded from 
application of 5 U.S.C. 5584, in which 
case any applicable authority to waive 
the collection may be used. 


PART 872—ADDITIONAL OPTIONAL 
LIFE INSURANCE 


5. In § 872.401, paragraph (g) is revised 
and paragraph (h) is added to read as 
follows: 


§ 872.401 Withhold 

(g) When an agency withholds less 
than or none of the proper cost of 
additional optional life insurance from 
an individual’s pay, annuity, or 
compensation, the agency must submit 
an amount equal to the uncollected 
deductions required under section 8714b 
of Title 5, United States Code, to OPM 
for deposit to the Employees’ Life 
Insurance Fund. 

(h) The deposit to OPM as described 
in paragraph (g) of this section must be 
made as soon as possible but no later 
than 60 calendar days after the date the 
employing office determines the amount 
of the underdeduction that has occurred, 
regardless of whether or when the 
underdeduction is recovered by the 
agency. A subsequent agency 
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determination whether to waive - 
collection of an overpayment of pay 
caused by failure to properly withhold 
life insurance deductions shall be made 
in accordance with 5 U.S.C. 5584 as 
implemented by 4 CFR Chapter I, 
Subchapter G, unless the agency 
involved is excluded from application of 
5 U.S.C. 5584, in which case any 
applicable authority to waive the 
collection may be used. 


PART 873—FAMILY OPTIONAL LIFE 
INSURANCE 


6. In § 873.401, paragraph (e) is revised 
and paragraph (f) is added to read as 
follows: 


§ 873.401 Wi 


* * * * 


(e) When an agency. withholds less 
than or none of the proper cost of family 
optional life insurance from an 
individual’s pay, annuity, or 
compensation, the agency must submit 
an amount equal to the uncollected 
deductions required under section 8714c 
of Title 5, United States Code, to OPM 
for deposit in the Employee's Life 
Insurance Fund. 

(f) A deposit to OPM as described in 
paragraph (e) of this section must be 
made as soon as possible but no later 
than 60 calendar days after the date the 
employing office determines the amount 
of the underdeduction that has occurred, 
regardless of whether or when the 
underdeduction is recovered by the 
agency. A subsequent agency 
determination whether to waive 
collection of an overpayment of pay 
caused by failure to properly withhold 
life insurance deductions shall be made 
in accordance with 5 U.S.C. 5584 as 
implemented by 4 CFR Chapter T, 
Subchapter G, unless the agency 
involved is excluded from application of 
5 U.S.C. 5584, in which case any 
applicable authority to waive the 
collection may be used. 


PART 890—FEDERAL EMPLOYEES 
HEALTH BENEFITS PROGRAM 


7. The authority citation for Part 890 is 
revised to read as follows: 


: Authority: 5 U.S.C. 8913; § 890.102 also 
issued under 5 U.S.C. 1104 and sec. 3(5) of 
Pub. L. 95-454, 92 Stat. 1112; § 890.301 also 
issued under 5 U.S.C. 8905(b); § 890.302 also 
issued under 5 U.S.C. 8901(5) and 5 U.S.C. 
8901(9); § 890.701 also issued under 5 U.S.C. 
8902(m)(2); Subpart H also issued under Title 
I of Pub. L 98-615, 98 Stat. 3195; Title II of 
Pub. L. 99-251, 100 Stat. 20. 


8. Section 890.101 is amended as 
follows: 
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a. By removing the paragraph 
designations (a)(2) through (a)(12). 

b. By revising the introductory text of 
paragraph (a) to read as set forth below 
and by removing paragraph (a)(1). 


§ 890.101 Definitions; time computations. 


(a) In this part, the terms “annuitant,” 
“carrier,” “employee,” “employee 
organization,” “former spouse,” “health 
benefits plan,” “member of family,” and 
“service,” have the meanings set forth in 
section 8901 of Title 5, United States 
Code, and supplement the following 
definitions: 


§ 890.101 [Amended] 


c. The paragraph designations in the 
definition of “foster child” are 
redesignated as paragraphs (1) and (2). 

d. The following definitions are 
alphabetically added to read as follows: 

“Compensation” means compensation 
under Subchapter I of Chapter 81 of 
Title 5, United States Code, which is 
payable because of a job-related injury 
or disease. 

“Compensationer” means an 
employee or former employee who is 
entitled to compensation and whom the 
Department of Labor determines is 
unable to return to duty. A 
compensationer is also an annuitant for 
purposes of Chapter 89 of Title 5, United 
States Code. 

“OWCP” means the Office of 
Workers’ Compensation Programs, U.S. 
Department of Labor, which administers 
Subchapter I of Chapter 81 of Title 5, 
United States Code. 

“Underdeduction” means a failure to 
withhold the required amount of health 
benefits contributions from an 
individual's pay, annuity, or 
compensation. This definition includes 
both nondeductions (when none of the 
required amounts was withheld) and 
partial deductions (when only part of 
the required amount was withheld). 
Though FEHB contributions are required 
to cover a period of nonpay status, the 
nonpayment of contributions during 
such period does not result in an 
underdeduction. 

3. In § 890.502, paragraphs (d) and (e) 
are added to read as follows: 


§890.502 Employee withholdings and 
contributions. 


* * * * * 


(d) An agency that withholds less 
than or none of the proper health benfits 
contributions from an individual's pay, 
annuity, or compensation must submit 
an amount equal to the sum of the 
uncollected deductions and any 
applicable agency contributions 
required under section 8906 of Title 5, 


United States Gode, to OPM for deposit 
in the Employees Health Benefits Fund. 

(e) The deposit to OPM as described 
in paragraph (d) of this section, must be 
made as soon as possible but no later 
than 60 calandar days after the date the 
employing office determines the amount 
of the underdeduction that has occurred, 
regardless of whether or when the 
underdeduction is recovered by the 
agency. A subsequent agency 
determination whether to waive 
collection of the overpayment of pay 
caused by failure to properly withhold 
employee health benefits contributions 
shall be made in accordance with 5 
U.S.C. 5584 as implemented by 4 CFR 
Chapter I, Subchapter G, unless the 
agency involved is excluded from 
application of 5 U.S.C. 5584, in which 
case any applicable authority to waive 
the collection may be used. 


[FR Doc. 87-2049 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6325-01-M 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
Agricultural Marketing Service 
7 CFR Part 51 


United States Standards for Grades of 
Seed Potatoes 


AGENCY: Agricultural Marketing Service, 
USDA. 


ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: This action revises the 
voluntary U.S. Standards for Grades of 
Seed Potatoes 

The Potato Association of America, a 
trade association, requested that the 
standards be revised to bring them in 
line with current agricultural and 
marketing practices. The Agricultural 
Marketing Service (AMS) has the 
responsibility, in cooperation with 
industry, to develop and improve 
standards of quality, condition, quantity, 
grade, and packaging in order to 
encourage uniformity and consistency in 
commercial practices. ; 
EFFECTIVE DATE: March 6, 1987. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Kenneth R. Mizelle, Fresh Products 
Branch, Fruit and Vegetable Division, 
Agricultural Marketing Service, U.S. 
Department of Agriculture, Washington, 
DC 20250, (202) 447-2188. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This rule 
has been reviewed under Departmental 
Regulation 1512-1 and Executive Order 
12291 and has been designated as 
“nonmajor.” It will not result in an 
annual effect of $100 million or more. 
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There will be no major é:icrease in cost 
or prices for consumers; individual 
industries; Federal, State, or local 
government agencies; or geographic 
regions. It will not result in significant 
effects on competition, employment, 
investments, productivity, innovations, 
or the ability of United States-based 
enterprises to compete with foreign- 
based enterprises in domestic or export 
markets. 

The Administrator of AMS has 
determined that this action will not have 
a significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities, as 
defined by. the Regulatory Flexibility 
Act, Pub. L. 96-354 (5 U.S.C. 601), 
because this action revises the U.S. 
Standards for Grades of Seed Potatoes 
to coincide more closely with current 
State certification and industry 
marketing practices. Compliance with 
these standards will not impose 
substantial direct economic costs, 
recordkeeping, or personnel workload 
changes on small entities, and will not 
alter the market share or competitive 
position of such entities vis-a-vis large 
businesses. In addition, these standards 
are voluntary, and individual seed 
potato producers need not have their 
potatoes certified under these 
standards. 

On July 23, 1986, a proposed rule 
inviting public comment on several 
changes in the U.S. Standards for 
Grades of Seed Potatoes was published 
in the Federal Register (51 FR 26390). 
The proposal requires blue tags to be 
attached to containers of certified U.S. 
No. 1 Seed Potatoes. The tags would 
identify the size, grower, class, and 
other information. In addition, the 
proposal provided less restrictive 
tolerances for factors not affecting seed 
quality, more definitive terms for 
specific defects, and methods of scoring 
such defects. 

The 60-day comment period ended 
September 22, 1986, and 49 comments 
were received. All but ‘wo of the 
comments were in favor of the proposed 
changes. One commentor, representing 
the Maine seed potato industry, 
expressed opposition to several of the 
proposed changes as well as the impact 
these changes could have on the Maine 
seed potato industry. 

He opposed the requirement that seed 
potato containers have a blue tag 
attached showing information as to 
variety, grower, crop year, etc. When the 
proposal was being developed, the 
Certification Section of the Potato 
Association of America requested that 
blue tags be a requirement in the revised 
standards in an effort to develop 
national uniformity, and because most 





States already use blue tags to identify 
their top grade. Although this standard 
requires that a blue tag be used to show 
the required information, it does not 
prevent a State from printing other 
information (disease levels, etc.) on this 
tag or adopting other color coding 
methods. For example, a State may 
require a shipper to attach an additional 
tag of another color or to apply a 
colored label to the blue tag (provided 
the required information is not covered). 

The commentor from Maine also 
opposed the establishment of a 
definition of “damage by soil” and 
allowing 25 percent of a potato’s surface 
to be caked with soil as part of that 
definition. A comment indicated that 
allowing this much soil may hide defects 
on the potato’s surface and would 
reduce the efficacy of treatment to 
control tuber-borne pathogens. 

In response to these comments the 
agency is making a change in the final 
rule. In addition to the “damage by soil” 
definition, a definition for “fairly clean” 
was added to permit a lot of seed 
potates to be reported as being cleaner 
than the grade requires. 

The agency decided to retain the 
standard of “damage by soil” at the 
proposed level to allow for national 
uniformity for the U.S. No. 1 Grade. 
Some potato-producing areas have 
heavy soil which clings to harvested 
seed potatoes. A stricter standard for 
soil damage might preclude seed 
potatoes from these areas from 
qualifying for U.S. No. 1 Grade 
certification. 

The commentor from Maine opposed 
the change in tolerance for undersized 
potatoes from 3 to 5 percent by weight 
(§ 51.3002({b)(1)). The standard which 
had been in effect allowed for 3 percent 
for potatoes in any lot which failed to 
meet the required or specified minimum 
size except that 5 percent would be 
allowed when the minimum size 
specified is 2% inches or more in 
diameter or 5 ounces or more in weight. 
The Certification Section of the Potato 
Association of America recommended 
that a single tolerance level be 
established for undersized potatoes 
regardless of the minimum size or 
weight specified. The agency agrees 
with this recommendation because a 
single tolerance level should reduce 
possible sources of confusion for potato 
purchasers. The agency also believes 
that this change is not so large as to 
significantly reduce the quality of the 
grade. 

The two commentors offered various 
objections to changes on the tolerance 
regarding damage by sprouts, damage 
by soil, vascular ring discoloration, and 
percentage allowed for other grade 


defects (§ 51.3002 (a)(4}). However, they 
offered no reasons for these objections. 
The tolerances as proposed met with the 
overwhelming approval of commentors, 
and the agency will adopt the tolerances 
as proposed. 

Two commentors representing the 
Certification Section were in favor of 
the revision but asked that the defects 
be categorized by causes, as originally 
requested, rather than by alphabetical 
order, as proposed. Since this does not 
change the content of the standard and 
there is no compelling need to require 
listing in alphaetical order, this change 
has been made in the final rule. 

All U.S. grade standards are 
developed and revised at the specific 
request of industry and with their 
support. The grade standards should 
serve as a common trading language so 
that the industry can uniformly market 
the commodity. The comments received 
by USDA indicates general support for 
these changes. 


List of Subjects in 7 CFR Part 51 


Fresh fruits, vegetables, and other 
Products (Inspection, Certification, and 


Standards) 


PART 51—[AMENDED] 


Accordingly, 7 CFR Part 51 is 
amended as follows: 

1. The authority citation for 7 CFR 
Part 51 continues to read as follows: 

Authority: Secs. 203, 205, 60 Stat. 1087, as 


amended, 1090 as amended, [7 U.S.C. 1622- 
1624]. 


2. Subpart—United States Standards 
for Grades of Seed Potatoes and the 
table of contents thereof is revised to 
read as follows: 


Subpart—United States Standards for Seed 
Potatoes 


Sec. 

51.3000 General. 

51.3001 Grade. 

51.3002 Tolerances. 

51.3003 Application of tolerances. 

51.3004 Samples for grade and size 
determination. 

51.3005 Definitions. 

51.3006 Classification of defects. 


Subpart—United States Standards for 
Seed Potatoes 


§ 51.3000 General. 

Compliance with the provisions of 
these standards shall not excuse failure 
to comply with provisions of applicable 
Federal or State Laws 


§ 51.3001 Grade. 


“U.S. No. 1 Seed Potatoes” consist of 
unwashed potatoes identified as 
certified seed by the state of origin by 
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blue tags fixed to the containers or 
official State or Federal State 
certificates accompanying bulk loads, 
which identify the variety, size, class, 
crop year, and grower or shipper of the 
potatoes, and the State certification 
agency. These potatoes must meet the 
following requirements: 

(a) Fairly well shaped. 

(b) Free from: 

{1) Freezing injury; 

(2) Blackheart; 

(3) Late Blight Tuber Rot; 

(4) Nematode or Tuber Moth injury; 

(5) Bacterial Ring Rot; 

(6) Soft rot or wet breakdown; and, 

(7) Fresh cuts or fresh broken-off 
second growth. 

(c) Free from serious damage caused 


(1) Hollow Heart; and, 

(2) Vascular ring discoloration. 

(d) Free from damage by soil and any 
other cause. (See § 51.3005-06). 

(e) Size: 

(1) Minimum diameter, unless 
otherwise specified, shall not be less 
than 1-1/2 inches (38.1 mm) in diameter; 

(2) Maximum size, unless otherwise 
specified, shall not exceed 3-1/4 inches 
(82.6 mm) in diameter or 12 ounces 
(340.20 g) in weight. 

(f) Tolerance. (See § 51.3002). 


§ 51.3002 Tolerances. 


In order to allow for variations 
incident to proper grading and handling 
in the foregoing grade, the following 
tolerances, by weight, are provided as 
specified. 

(a) For defects: 

(1) 10 percent for potatoes in any lot 
which are seriously damaged by hollow 
heart; 

(2) 10 percent for potatoes in any lot 
which are damaged by soil; 

(3) 5 percent for potatoes in any lot 
which are seriously damaged by 
vascular ring discoloration; 

(4) 11 percent for potatoes which fail 
to meet the remaining requirements of 
the grade including therein not more 
than 6 percent for external defects and 
not more than 5 percent for internal 
defects: Provided, that included in these 
tolerances not more than the following 
percentages shall be allowed for the 
defects listed: 


Bacterial Ring Rot 

Serious damage by dry or moist 
type Fusarium Tuber Rot 

Late Blight Tuber Rot 

Nematode or Tuber Moth injury .. 

Varietal mixture .......ccsececcesesssseesseees 
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Percent 


Frozen, soft rot or wet break- 


DO iss ac ectniniriattinns 0.50 


peveeccesceceeeee 


Provided, that en route or at destination, 
an additional 0.50 percent, or a total of 1 
percent, shall be allowed for potatoes 
which are frozen or affected by soft rot 
or wet breakdown. 

(b) For off-size: 

(1) For undersize: 5 percent for 
potatoes in any lot which fail to meet 
the required or specified minimum size. 

(2) For oversize: 10 percent for 
potatoes in any lot which fail to meet 
the required or specified maximum size. 


§ 51.3003 Application of tolerances. 
Individual samples (See § 51.3004) 
shall not have more than double the 
tolerances specified, except that at least 
one defective and one off-size potato 
may be permitted in any sample; 
Provided, that en route or at destination, 
one-tenth of the samples may contain 
three times the tolerance permitted for 
potatoes which are frozen or affected by 
soft rot or wet breakdown; and provided 
further, that the averages for the entire 
lot are within the tolerances specified 


for the grade. 
§ 51.3004 Samples for grade and size 
determination. 


Individual samples shall consist of at 
least 20 pounds (9.06 kg). The number of 
such individual samples drawn for grade 
and size determination will vary with 
the size of the lot. 


§ 51.3005 Definitions. 
(a) “Fairly well shaped” means that 
the potato is not materially pointed, 


Air cracks 

Bruises 

Cuts and broken-off second growth (healed)... 
Elephant hide (scaling) 

Enlarged, discolored or sunken lenticels 


dumbbell-shaped or otherwise 
materially deformed. 

(b) “Nematode or Tuber Moth injury” 
means the presence of, or any evidence 
of, Nematode or Tuber Moth. 

(c) Soil: 

(1) “Fairly clean” means that at least 
90 percent of the potatoes in the lot have 
no more than 10 percent of the surface 
covered with caked soil. 

(2) “Damage by soil” means that cake 
soil covers more than 25 percent of a 
potato’s surface. 

(3) “Loose soil”—A lot of seed 
potatoes is not considered damaged by 
the presence of loose soil, clods, rocks, 
vines, and foreign material, but such will 
be considered a tare factor if the 
following allowances are exceeded: 


8 ounces (226.80 g) in a 100 pound (45.3 kg) 
container. 

4 ounces (113.40 g) in a 50 pound (22.65 kg) 
container. 

2 ounces (56.70 g) in a 25 pound (11.33 kg) 
container or less. 


1 percent in a bulk load 

(d) “Shriveling”—Damage by 
shriveling means that the individual 
potato is more than moderately 
shriveled, spongy or flabby. 

(e) “Freezing injury” means that the 
potato is frozen or shows evidence of 
having been frozen. 

(f) “Soft rot or wet breakdown” means 
any soft, mushy or leaky condition of the 
tissue. 

(g) ‘Zero Tolerance” (0.00) means 
none found during the normal inspecting 
procedures. Certification of a lot is not a 
guarantee that the lot inspected is free 
of a zero tolerance disease or injury. 

(h) “Damage” means any defect or 
any combination of defects which 


When materially detracting from the 
appearance of the potato 
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materially detracts from the internal or 
external appearance of the potato, or 
any external or internal defect which 
cannot be removed without a loss of 
more than 5 percent of the total weight 
of the potato (See § 51.3006). 

(i) “Serious damage” means any 
defect or any combination of defects 
which seriously detracts from the 
internal or external appearance of the 
potato, or any internal or external defect 
which cannot be removed without a loss 
or more than 10 percent of the total 
weight of the potato (See § 51.3006). 

(j) “External defects” are defects 
which can be detected by examining the 
surface of the potato. Cutting may be 
required to determine the extent of the 
injury (See § 51.3006, Table I). 

(k) “Internal defects” are defects 
which cannot be detected without 
cutting the potato (See § 51.3006, Table 
Il). 

(l) “Permanent defects” are defects 
which are not subject to change during 


_ storage or shipment. 


(m) “Condition defects” are defects 
which may develop or change during 
storage or shipment. 


§ 51.3006 Classification of defects. 

(a) Brown discoloration following 
skinning, dried stems, flattened 
depressed areas (showing no underlying 
flesh discoloration), greening, skin 
checks and sunburn do not affect seed 
quality and shall not be scored against 
the grade. 

(b) Table I—External Defects. 

x—indicates method of scoring unless 
otherwise noted. 


When removai causes a loss of more than 5 
percent of the total weight of the potato. 


x 
When more than moderately shriveled, 
spongy, or flabby. 
When more than 20 percent of the potatoes 
in any lot have any sprout more than 1 
inch (25.4 mm) in length. 
Surface cracking 
Flea Beatle injury 
Grub damage 
Rodent and/or bird damage 
Wireworm or grass damage Any hole more than % inch (19.1 mm) long 
or when the aggregate length of all holes 
is more than 1% inches (31.8 mm) !. 
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Damage 


When removal causes a loss of more than 5 


When materially detracting from the { 
percent of the total weight of the potato. 


appearance of the potato 


When dilectng tao inn 16-0 lb adace. Baile 

When affecting more than 5 percent of the 
surface. 

When affecting more than 25 percent of the 


Growth cracks 


Pressure bruises and sunken areas—with un- 
derlying flesh discolored. 


surface. 
When seriously detracting from the appear- 


When removal causes a loss of more than 
10 percent of the total weight. 


! Definitions of ee ann OD ES NE ee ae ee 
weight. Correspondingly lesser or greater areas are permitted on smaller or larger potatoes. 


(c) Table 1J—Internal Defects. 


Ingrown sprouts 


Damage 


When materially detracting from the 
appearance of the potato 


Internal discoloration occurring interior to the | When more than the equivalent of three scat- 


vascular ring (such as, Internal Brown 
Spot, Mahogany Browning and Heat Ne- 
crosis.). 

All other internal discoloration excluding dis- 
coloration confined to the vascular ring. 


tered light brown spots ¥% inch (3.2 mm) in 
diameter !. 


When removal causes a loss of more than 5 
percent of the total weight of the potato 


1 Definitions of damage and: serious damage are based on potatoes that are 2-% inches (63.5 mm) in diameter or 6 ounces (170.10 g).in 
weight. Correspondingly lesser or greater areas are permitted on smaller or larger potatoes. 


Internal Discoloration confined to the vascu- 
lar ring.. 

Hollow Heart or Hollow Heart with discolora- 
tion. 


When seriously detracting from the 
appearance of the potato. 


When affected area exceeds that of a circle 


% inch (19.1 mm) in diameter. # 


When removal causes a loss of more than 
10 percent of the total weight of the potato. 


’ Definitions of damage and serious damage are based on potatoes that are 2-% inches (63.5 mm) in diameter or 6 ounces (170.10 g) in 
weight. Correspondingly lesser or greater areas are permitted on smaller or larger potatoes. 


Done in Washington, DC on January 30, 
1987. 


William T. Manley, 
Deputy Administrator, Marketing Programs. 


[FR Doc. 87-2255 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3410-02-M 


Food and Nutrition Service 
7 CFR Parts 271, 272, 273, 275, and 276 
[Amendment No. 266] 


Food Stamp Program; Performance 
Reporting System 


AGENCY: Food and Nutrition Service, 
USDA. 


ACTION: Final rulemaking. 


SUMMARY: This rule contains final 


regulations for the Food Stamp Program 
to implement various changes to the 
requirements that State agencies and the 
Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) must 
meet regarding administration, 
conducting management evaluation 
(ME) reviews, data analysis and 
evaluation, corrective action, and 
reporting as part of the Performance 
Reporting System (PRS). Proposed 
regulations were publsihed in the 
Federal Register of August 29, 1985. 
Comments on the proposal were 
solicited through October 28, 1985. This 
final rulemaking takes the comments 
received into account. The result of 
implementing these changes will be to 
simplify the PRS and reduce workloads 
and costs. Several changes have been 
made to the Quality Control (QC) 
System. 


DATE: These rules are effective March 6, 
1987. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Thomas O'Connor, Supervisor, State 
Management Section, Administration 
and Design Branch, Program 
Development Division, Family Nutrition 
Programs, Food and Nutrition Service, 
USDA Alexandria, Virginia 22302, (703) 
756-3385. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
Classification 
Executive Order 12291 


The final rule has been reviewed 
under Executive Order 12291 and 
Secretary's Memorandum No. 1512-1 
and has been classified “not major.” The 
rule will not have an annual effect on 
the economy of $100 million or more, nor 
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is it likely to result in a major increase 
in costs or prices for consumers, 
individual industries, Federal, State, or 
local government agencies, or 
geographic regions. Because this rule 
would not affect the business 
community, it would not result in 
significant adverse effects on 
competition, employment, investment, 
productivity, innovation, or on the 
ability of United States-based 
enterprises to compete with foreign-base 
enteriprises in domestic or export 
markets, 


Executive Order 12372 


The Food Stamp Program is listed in 
the Catalog of Federal Domestic 
Assistance under No. 10.551. For the 
reasons set forth in the Final Rule 
Related Notice to 7 CFR 3015 Subpart V 
(48 FR 29115), this program is excluded 
from the scope of Executive Order 12372 
which requires intergovernmental 
consultation with State and local 
officials. 


Regulatory Flexibility Act 


This rule was also reviewed with 
regard to the requirements of Pub. L. 96- 
354, and Robert E. Leard, Administrator 
of the Food and Nutrition Service, has 
certified that it will not have a significant 
economic impact on a substantial 
number of smal! entities. The rule 
implements various changes to simplify 
the PRS. State agencies should 
experience a reduction in workloads 
and costs. 


Paperwork Reduction Act 


In accordance with the Paperwork 
Reduction Act of 1980 (44 U.S.C. 3507), 
the reporting and recordkeeping 
provisions that are included in this rule 
were approved by the Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB) under 
control number 0584-0010 (through 12/ 
31/88). 


Background 


This preamble addresses the changes 
made to the proposed'rule and the 
controversial provisions that were not 
changed. There were 46 comment letters 
received on the proposed rule. Since the 
explanation of many of the provisions of 
the final rule are set forth in the 
proposed rule, it may be necessary to 
refer to the publication for a full 
understanding of these provisions. 


PRS Coordinator 


There was overwhelming support for 
eliminating the PRS Coordinator 
position and the “full-time” requirement. 
We have done so. In addition, we are 
eliminating the requirement that Siate 
designate an organizational entity wthin 


the State structure to be responsible for 
corrective action. (§ 275.2(a)) 


Alternate Review Schedule and 
Reduction of Routine Reviews 


Current regulations contain strict 
timetables for the frequency of State 
agency reviews of projects area 
operations based on the size of the 
project area. The proposed regulation 
introduced the concept of the “alternate 
review schedule” which would allow 
State agencies to obtain permission from 
FNS to do fewer routine reviews of 
project areas with few or minimal 
problems. By doing this, State agencies 
could concentrate time and resources on 
reviews of project areas with known 
problems. 

In general, there was broad support of 
the concept of the alternate review 
schedule. Many commenters felt, 
however, that some of the proposed 
rules were still too restrictive to allow 
the most efficient targeting. Although the 
proposed rules did not allude to or 
redefine the size of small, medium, and 
large project areas, a significant number 
of comment letters suggested that we 
should have, because this was the 
simplest way to give State agencies a 
reduction of routine reviews. Most 
commenters felt the numerical values for 
the three project area sizes were too 
small. The current requirement that all 
project areas must be reviewed every 
three years came under the most intense 
criticism. It was argued that this still 
forces State agencies to do more 
frequent routine reviews than are 
necessary for project areas with good 
performances, and for which State 
agencies have well-developed 
performance measurement systems of 
their own. The proposal to drop the 
“70%” rule which requires more frequent 
reviews for State agencies where more 
than 70% of project areas are small was 
met with approval. 

Based on the comments, the 
Department had decided to make 
several changes in this area. The final 
rule will: (1) Drop the “70%"" rule and (2) 
adjust the size of project areas. Small 
project areas are redesignated as those 
with 2,000 or fewer households, medium 
2,001-15,000, and large 15,001 and up. 
Despite the criticism by those who 
wished to extend the three year limits, 
FNS felt it was necessary to retain the 
minimum review frequency at three 
years in order not to lose program 
control. {(It should be noted however, 
that a State agency with exceptional 
circumstances could request a formal 
waiver of this regulation, but those are 
not encouraged and would require more 
rigorous justification than for an 
alternate schedule). 
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The concepts of targeting and the 
alternate review schedule go hand in 
hand to allow State agencies and FNS to 
redirect their resources to areas with 
known deficiencies. FNS does not 
intended that these provisions be used 
to reduce the level of commitment of 
State agency resources to PRS activities, 
nor to discourage the occasional 
conducting of full reviews. FNS regional 
offices may occasionally conduct a full 
“top to bottom” State agency operations 
review (SAOR) of State agencies in their 
region. State agencies are also 
encouraged to conduct occasional full 
SAORs for the same reasons as 
indicated above. It should be 
emphasized that the above actions are 
optional, i.e., allowable but not required. 
(§ 275.5) 


State Selection of a Representative 
Number of Subunits for Review 


The proposed regulations would have 
deleted the detailed rules that specify 
how to select subunits for review. This 
proposal was intended to keep State 
agencies from being tied to performing a 
specific number of reviews and in a 
rigidly prescribed manner. 

All comments on this proposed 
provision were positive: Therefore, this 
rule adopts the provision from the 
propoal. (§ 275.7) 


Targeting 


The proposal to provide for reviews to 
be performed only on targered aspects 
of program operation—as selected by 
FNS annually—instead of on all aspects, 
received widespread enthusiastic 
support. No change in the wording of the 
proposed rule will be made. However, it 
is necessary to clear up a 
misunderstanding regarding the yearly 
targets provided by FNS. The FNS 
regional offices-do not have the 
authority to exempt review of specific 
yearly national targets; however the 
“review” does not need to be a physical 
on-site review and analysis of a target 
area if the State agency has in place an 
effective objective performance 
measurement system which is 
periodically validated. A brief report 
providing the data obtained from the 
State agency's performance 
measurement system would constitute 
sufficient “review action” on that 
national target. (§ 275.8) 


Announcing Annual Program Targets 


Under the targeting approach 
discussed above it was proposed that 
national target be provided to State 
agencies by FNS 60 days prior to the 
beginning of the review period (the 
Federal fiscal year). However, one 





3404 


commenter made the point that'we are 
setting the same deadline (60-days 
before beginning of fiscal year) for both 
ME review schedules and for provision 
of the yearly targets. They argued that a 
State agency needs to have the yearly 
targets in hand and study them for some 
time before finalizing their ME review 
schedule for the coming review period. 
We agree. Consequently, the regulation 
has been changed. National targets for 
each upcoming fiscal year will be 
announced at least 90 days prior to the 
beginning of the fiscal year. This will 
mean that State agencies will have 30 
days to review national targets before 
the due date for the review schedule: 
Targets for fiscal year 1987 are now in 
effect. (§ 275.8) 


Additional Target Areas 


The proposed regulations indicated 
that FNS may impose additional areas 
for review during the fiscal year in 
addition to the list of targeted areas 
announced prior to the beginning of the 
fiscal year. All comments recieved on 
this item were critical. The fear was that 
FNS would impose large numbers of 
additional target areas throughout the 
fiscal year, making State agency 
adherence to their review schedule 
difficult. 

The intent of this section was not to 
create a channel for the adding of large 
numbers of new target areas, but to 
provide a mechanism that would allow 
the Department to meet new priorities or 
unforeseen problems during the fiscal 
year. Because of the necessity to have 
this flexibility, the Department is 
retaining the provision, However, it has 
been modified in several ways. First, the 
Department adopted one State agency's 
suggestion that State agencies be given 
a 60-day implementation period before 
they were responsible for beginning 
actual review of a newly mandated 
area. Seconds, the FNS national office 
will impose additional national target 
areas during a fiscal year only for 
deficiencies of national scope. While a 
regional office is authorized to require 
State agencies to review additional 
areas in addition to the national targets, 
this will be done only when these areas 
are directly related to deficiencies in a 
particular program area in that State. A 
regional office cannot, because of a 
deficiency in one State agency, establish 
a blanket requirement that all state 
agencies in that region add this program 
area as an additional targeted area of 
review. (§ 275.8) 


Elimination of Specific Review 
Procedures 


The proposed regulation eliminated 
the required detailed review method 


procedures in the current regulations. 
Almost all comments were positive. The 
proposed regulation will not be changed. 
However, State agencies wishing to 
continue using the current detailed 
procedures may do so. (§ 275.9) 


Prior Approval of Review 
Methodologies/Formats/Requirements 
by FNS 


One commenter felt that prior FNS 
approval should be necessary for 
Methodologies, Formats, or Plan 
Requirements to emphasize uniformity 
among State agencies. This suggestion 
was not accepted as it runs counter to 
the admninistrative direction of the 
other provisions of the rule. (§ 275.9) 


Elimination of FNS Approval of State 
Corrective Action Plans 


The requirement that State Corrective 
Action Plans be approved in advance by 
FNS was proposed to be eliminated. 
Response to this proposal was mixed 
though more were in favor than 
opposed. Among those favoring the 
proposed rule, it was the feeling that this 
provision would eliminate some of the 
paperwork and enable them to more 
quickly get to work on performing the 
required corrective actions, thus saving 
valuable time and resources that would 
otherwise be spent on obtaining or 
waiting for Federal approval. Of those 
that disliked the proposal, the basic 
argument was that FNS was going back 
on its responsibility to insure that 
programs were operated in the best way 
possible. One State agency made the 
specific point that FNS, because it had 
knowledge of large numbers of 
corrective action plan initiatives in other 
State agencies, was in the best possible 
position to estimate whether a State 
agency’s corrective action plan might 
succeed—or whether a different 
approach was known to be more ~ 
effective. A number of commenters 
wanted to retain FNS approval 
responsibility for general “compliance” 
issues, but eliminate FNS approval for 
QC-related corrective action items. The 
Department carefully considered the 
arguments raised by the commenters 
and decided to retain the language of 
the proposed rule. Thus, State agencies’ 
corrective action plans (CAPs) will no 
longer need to be approved in advance 
by FNS. 

There seemed to be some concern on 
the part of commenters that the 
elimination of the requirement that State 
agencies obtain approval of their CAP’s 
would mean a withdrawal of FNS from 
the corrective action process. This is not 
the intention of the rule nor of FNS, 
State agencies’ CAPs will still be 
reviewed by FNS. If a State agency 
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wants an FNS regional office to review 
and comment.on its CAP, it may request 
such action. Even if such a request is not 
made, any shortcomings discovered by 
FNS will be pointed out to State 
agencies. Suggestions for changes based 
on regional office knowledge of the 
success or failure of other State agencies 
confronted with similar problems will 
continue to be made. (§ 275.17) 


Definition of a Statewide Trend 


The proposed rule solicited comment 
on a possible revision of the current 
definition of “Statewide trend.” 
Currently this term is defined as a 
deficiency occurring in a significant 
number, usually 25 percent, of the State 
agency's project areas/management 
units. The term had been included to 
define the concept of a widespread or 
systemic problem that needed 
addressing at a level above the single 
project area or management unit. It was 
a way to differentiate between 
deficiencies, indicating which warranted 
State agency and FNS attention and 
which should be left at the local level for 
handling. With the change to a targeting 
approach to doing reviews, this 
differentiation is no longer needed. 
Therefore, the term “Statewide trend” is 


_ dropped from the rules. Likewise, the 


term “patterns of errors”, included in the 
rules for similar reasons, is also being 
dropped. (In addition, the reference in 
the rules to deficiencies resulting from 
State agency causal factors was 
dropped. It was felt that this provision 
was redundant.) (§ 275.16(b)) 


Frequency of State Corrective Action ° 
Plan Update 


Currently, State agencies.are required 
to submit changes to their CAPs because 
of a newly discovered deficiency within 
60 days of the discovery. This 
requirement ensured that State agencies 
reacted quickly to newly discovered 
problems as well as ensured that FNS 
was appraised of them. The proposed 
rule would have changed this procedure. 
The proposal dropped the requirement 
for “non-cyclical” reporting and 
substituted a procedure requiring 
periodic reports. By making this change, 
the constant flow of paperwork 
characteristic of the current system 
would be ended. In its place, a more 
easily tracked and managed report 
would be sent in at regular intervals. 

This proposal met with a mixed 
reaction from commenters. Most 
commenters agreed with the proposal, 
believing that the cycling of information 
into periodic reports eased the reporting 
burden. A few disagreed, preferring the 
ability to go ahead and focus attention 
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on particular problems and sending in 
the necessary reports as the problems 
arose. 

The proposed rule, in putting forth the 
concept of periodic updates as an 
alternative, solicited comments on what 
frequency of the updates should be. 
Some suggested “periodic updates” 
should be no more often than yearly, an 
equal number favored twice yearly. 
Only a few favored updates more often 
than twice yearly. 

The final regulation requires CAP 
updates semiannually, to be received by 
FNS by May ist and November 1st. The 
update will include followups on items 
previously submitted and corrective 
actions for deficiencies discovered since 
the last submission. FNS retains the 
authority to require immediate reporting 
of any specific CAP when necessary. 
Deficiencies needing immediate 
attention as discovered in individual 
audits or reviews should continue to be 
handled on a prompt basis. Wording to 
this effect in the introductory paragraph 
to § 275.3, which was inadvertently 
deleted, will be restored. (§ 275.17) 


No Corrective Action Plan Needed To 
Implement Regulations 


The proposed rule required that an 
initial Corrective Action Plan be 
provided to FNS within 90 days after 
publication of the rule. All commenters 
were negative about this requirement 
pointing out there was insufficient 
rationale for requiring an initial CAP. 
Each State agency already has a fully 
functional CAP, updates are made on a 
periodic basis, and none of the proposed 
rules taken singly or as a unit would, 
change anything that would trigger a 
need for a new CAP. Requiring such a 
CAP was seen as a step backwards in 
the effort to eliminate unnecessary 
paperwork and out of conformity with 
the general direction of the rule. 
Therefore, the requirement for an initial 
CAP has been dropped. 


Quality Control 


The Department proposed several 
changes to the quality control portion of 
the PRS regulations. Nineteen State and 
local agencies and FNS regional offices 
commented on these proposed changes. 
Most commenters supported the changes 
concerning: (1) Deleting FNS validation 
of the active case error rate; (2) 
excluding disaster cases from the 
negative universe; (3) changing the 
submittal dates for the forms FNS-247 
and FNS-248; (4) correcting 
§ 275.25(d)(2).to say “prior fiscal year” 
instead of “applicable period”; and (5) 
correcting § 275.25(d)(2) to say “less 
than five percent” instead of “five 
percent or less”. Therefore, in this rule, 


the Department is making the changes 
as proposed. In addition, we are adding 
a provision stating that the validation 
review of each State agency’s 
underissuance error rate shall occur as a 
result of the Federal validation of the 
State agency’s payment error rate. This 
revises the provision stating that the 
validation review of each State agency's 
underissuance error rate shall occur as a 
result of the Federal validation of the 
State agency’s active case error rate. 

The Department proposed to add a 
clarifying statement to § 275.3(c) which 
provided for FNS validation reviews 
against the Food Stamp Act and the 
regulations, taking into account any 
FNS-authorized waivers to deviate from 
specific regulatory provisions. Seven 
commenters opposed this provision 
either because they felt that reviews 
should be conducted against State 
policy or because timeframes for 
regulatory implementation are too short 
for State-agencies to accomplish. As 
was discussed in the preamble of the 
proposed rule, this provision is being 
placed in the regulations at § 275.3(c) 
solely to emphasize that Federal 
reviews will meet the same standards as 
State reviews. State agencies are 
already required by § 275.10 of the 
regulations to conduct reviews against 
the standards established in the Food 
Stamp Act and the regulations, taking 
into account any FNS-authorized 
waivers. This provision is discussed in 
the preamble of the final rule on 
February 17, 1984 at 49 FR 6294. The 
Department has kept the provision as 
proposed. 

The Department also proposed to 
require that a State agency determine a 
household ineligible if the household 
refuses to cooperate with a Federal 
quality control reviewer. Seven 
commenters supported the proposal; two 
were opposed. Several commenters 
requested clarification about the status 
of the quality control case. When the 
Federal reviewer refers a household for 
termination from the program for refusal 
to cooperate, the reviewer would 
continue to try to complete the case. The 
case would be determined complete or 
incomplete depending on whether the 
Federal reviewer was able to complete 
the case without the household's 
cooperation. 

One commenter was concerned that 
the household's rights were not 
addressed. The household has the right 
to request a fair hearing for a 
termination for refusal to cooperate with 
a Federal reviewer just as the household 
has for any: other negative action. FNS 
will assist the State agency in the 
hearing process. 
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Two commenters pointed out that the 
timeframes in § 273.2(d)(2) were not 
compatible with the Federal review 
timeframes as Federal reviews are still 
being conducted more than 95 days after 
the end of the annual review period. We 
have revised § 273.2(d)(2) to provide 
appropriate timeframes for refusal to 
cooperate with Federal reviews. 

The Department has also revised 
§ 273.2(d)(2) to refer to the verification 
provisions of the regulations (§ 273.2(f)) 
and added a provision to the mandatory 
verification rules specifying the 
verification requirements for households 
that refused to cooperate with State or 
Federal QC reviewers. 

In addition, we have corrected two 
typographical errors in §§ 275.11(b)(1)(ii) 
and 275.12(c). 


FNS Right To Start a Sanction Even 
When State Has Addressed a 
Deficiency in Their CAP 


Only two comment letters address 
this issue (both against). One 
commenter suggested that FNS should 
wait until after evaluation of a State 
agency's CAP before starting a sanction. 
This has been the usual procedure in the 
past and will likely be the method 
adopted for most issues. However, FNS 
determined it was necessary to have 
authority to begin the warning process 
immediately where past State agency 
performance has been poor or the 
deficiency is serious. Therefore, the 
provisions has been retained. 

(§ 275.17(d)) 


Review Periods 


A number of comment letters 
indicated that there was confusion as to 
what period of time the “review period” 
covered. Although some concluded that 
the review period was erquivalent to the 
Federal fiscal year (which is correct) 
they felt that it should be equivalent to 
the State fiscal or budget year in those 
State agencies where these varied from 
the Federal. In response, it must be 
noted that the Food Stamp Act requires 
that QC reviews be done on Federal 
fiscal year schedule. Therefore, no 
change was made. (§ 275.8(a)) 


SAORS for State Agencies With Under 5 
Percent Error 


One commenter proposed that State 
agencies with error rates under 5 
percent be exempt from SAORS. This 
was accepted since SAORS are not only 
for review of functions which affect the 
QC error rate but also for other 
operational functions as well. 
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Division of Corrective Action Plans into 
Separate QC and Compliance Issue 
CAPs and Related Issues 


A number of commenters suggested 
that there should be two separate CAPs, 
one for QC issues and one for all other 
“operational” or compliance issues. 
According to the commenters, the 
reasons to do this is that the sources of 
information for the two areas as well as 
the action required are distinetly 
different. The Department seriously 
examined this suggestion but decided it 
would be confusing to require two 
separate CAPs. However, if it would be, 
useful as an internal organizational aid, 
State agencies may divide a single CAP 
into two sections, one dealing strictly 
with issues directly related to the QC 
error rate, and one related to all other 
operational management compliance 
issues. This might possibly assist in 
organizing CAPs, particularly when 
different divisions in State agencies 
have separate responsibilities for each 
aspect of the total plan. A related issue 
was raise whether a State agency with 
an error rate under 5 percent needs to 
prepare a CAP at all. No change was 
made in this provision. The rules still 
require a CAP form those State agencies 
since assumedly there could be some 
compliance issue needing attention. 
However, because of the low error rate, 
QC-related issues may not need to be 
addressed in such a CAP. 


Miscellaneous Minor Changes 


On the following issues, the majority 
of comments were highly favorable and 
the proposed regulation language will be 
retained intact: (1) Deletion of 
requirements to use error prone profiles 
and certain QC results, and (2)-the 
change in the frequency of Federal ME 
reviews from annual to biennial. 

($ 275.3) re 

The following minor changes have 
been made in response to comments 
received: (1) The rquirements for 
requesting an alternate schedule have 
been simplified (§ 275,.5(b){2)), (2) non- 
discrimination reviews may continue, at 
State agency option, to be 
through the ME process 
(§ 275.9(b)(1)}fiv}, and (3) “GAO and 
Contract Audits” will be added to the 
list of sources of findings in § 275.16. 


Implementation 


Within 30 days after the date of 
publication of this rule, all State 
agencies shall have converted from the 
old PRS to the new system based on this 
rule. All waivers and review schedules 
for Fiscal Year 1987 shall remain in 
force for the remainder of this fiscal 
year. Any State agency that wishes may 


request a change in its waivers or 
review schedules in order to implement 
earlier than Fiscal Year 1988. One 
commenter raised the issue of existing 
waivers and their applicability, 
particularly in regard to targeting, once 
the new regulaitons are in effect. Most 
waivers that have been granted for ths 
fiscal year will become moot upon 
publication of this rule. This is 
especially true of the targeting waivers. 
However, there may be some small 
differences between these rules and 
some current waivers. Rather than cause 
all State agencies to reapply for waivers 
to maintain these small differences, the 
Department has decided to consider all 
waivers in effect until the end of this 
fiscal year. If a State agency wishes to 
cease following an approved waiver 
procedure before then, it should notify 
its Regional office of the change it wants 
to make and negotiate a timeframe for 
making the change. 

The first periodic Corrective Action 
Plan update due to FNS under this rule 
shall be submitted by May 1, 1987. This 
should cover all outstanding deficiencies 
in the State agencies’ operations. 


List of Subjects 
7 CFR Part 271 
Administrative practice and 


procedure, Food Stamps, Grant 
programs—social programs 


7 CFR Part 272 


Alaska, Civil rights, Food stamps, 
Grant programs—social programs, 
Reporting and recordkeeping 
requirements. 

7 CFR Part 273 

Administrative practice and 
procedure, Aliens, Claims, Food stamps, 
Fraud, Grant programs—social 
programs, Penalties, Reporting and 
recordkeeping requirements, Social 
Security, Students. 


7 CFR Part 275 

Administrative practice and 
procedure, Food stamps, Reporting and 
recordkeeping requirements. 
7 CFR Part 276 


Administrative practice and 
procedure, Food stamps, Fraud, Grant 
programs—social programs, Penalties. 

Accordingly, Parts 271, 272, 273, 275, 
and 276 are amended as follows: 

1. The authority citation for Parts 271, 
272, 273, 275, and 276 continues to read 
as follows: 


Authority: 91 Stat. 958 (7 U.S.C. 2011-2029). 
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PART 271—GENERAL INFORMATION 
AND DEFINITIONS 


2. In § 271.2, the definitions of “Large 
project area”, “Medium project area’’, 
and “Small project area”, are revised to 
read as follows: 


§ 271.2 Definitions. 


. = . * 


“Large project area” means those 
project areas/management units with 
monthly active caseloads of more than 
15,000 households based on the most 
current information available at the time 
the large project area review schedule is 
developed. 


* * * * * 


“Medium project area” means those 
project areas/management units with 
monthly active caseloads of 2,001 ta 
15,000 households based on the most 
current information available at the time 
the medium project area review 
schedule is developed. 

“Small project area“ means those 
project areas/management units with 
monthly active caseloads of 2,000 
households or fewer based on the most 
current information available at the time 
the small project area review schedule 
is developed. 


* * * 7 . 


PART 272—REQUIREMENTS FOR 
PARTICIPATING STATE AGENCIES 


3. In § 272.1, the first sentences in 
paragraph (d)(1) and paragraph (d)(2) 
are revised and.a new paragraph {g)(71) 
is added to.read as follows: 


§ 272.1 _Generat terms and conditions 

. (d) Information Available to the 
Public. (1} Federal regulations, Federal 
procedures embodied in FNS notices 
and policy memos, State Plans of 
Operation, and corrective action plans 
shall be available upon request for 
examination by members of the public 
during office hours at the State agency 
headquarters as well as at FNS regional 
and national offices. * * * 

(2) Copies of regulations, plans of 
operation, State manuals, State 
corrective action plans, and Federal 
procedures may be obtained from FNS 
in accordance with Part 295 of this 
chapter. 

(g) Implementation. * * * 

(71) Amendment No. 266. The 
provisions contained in Amendment No. 
266 shall be implemented by March 6, 
1987. 

(i) All Fiscal Year 1987 review 
schedules shall continue in force despite 
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the implementation of these provisions. 
However, a State agency may, at its 
option, seek a change in that schedule. 

(ii) Waivers shall remain in force until 
their expiration. If a State agency 
wishes to cancel a waiver it should 
contact its Regional Office and negotiate 
whatever change it needs. 

(iii) The first periodic Corrective 
Action Plan update required by this 
amendment shall be submitted by May 
1, 1987. , 

4. In § 272.2, the eighth sentence is 
removed from paragraph (a)(2). 


PART 273—CERTIFICATION OF 
ELIGIBLE HOUSEHOLDS 


5. In § 273.2, paragraph (d)(2) is 
revised, a new paragraph (f)(1)(ix) is 
added and paragraph (f)(3)(ii) is 
amended by removing the words “in 
accordance with § 275.15(a)(2)" from the 
first sentence. The revision to (d)(2) and 
the new paragraph (f)(1)(ix), read as 
follows: 


§ 273.2 Application Processing. 
(d) Household cooperation. 
(2) Cooperation with QC Reviewer. In 

addition, the household shall be 

determined ineligible if it refuses to 
cooperate in any subsequent review of 
its eligibility as a part of a quality 
control review. If a household is 
terminated for refusal to cooperate with 

a quality control reviewer, in 

accordance with § 275.3(c)(5) or 

§ 275.12(g)(1)(ii), the household may 

reapply, but shall not be determined 

eligible until it cooperates with the 
quality control reviewer. If a household 
terminated for refusal to cooperate with 

a State quality control reviewer 

reapplies after 95 days from the end of 

the annual review period, the household 
shall not be determined ineligible for its 
refusal to cooperate with a State quality 
control reviewer during the completed 
review period, but must provide 
verification in accordance with 

§ 273.2(f)(1)(ix). If a household 

terminated for refusal to cooperate with 

a Federal quality control reviewer 

reapplies after seven months from the 

end of the annual review period, the 
household shall not be determined 
ineligible for its refusal to cooperate 
with a Federal quality control reviewer 
during the completed review period, but 
must provide verification in accordance 
with § 273.2(f)(1)(ix). 


* * * * * 


* * * 


(f) Verification. * * * 

(1) Mandatory verification. 

(ix) State agencies shall verify all 
factors of eligibility for households who 


as * *€ 


have been terminated for refusal to 
cooperate with a State quality control 
reviewer, and reapply after 95 days from 
the end of the annual review period. 
State agencies shall verify all factors of 
eligibility for households who have been 
terminated for refusal to cooperate with 
a Federal quality control reviewer and 
reapply after seven months from the end 
of the annual review period. 


* * * * * 


PART 275—PERFORMANCE 
REPORTING SYSTEM 


6. In § 275.1, the parenthetical 
expression “(of which the State 
corrective action plan is a part)” is 
removed from the last sentence in 
paragraph (a) and paragraph (b) is 
revised. The revision to paragraph (b) 
reads as follows: 


§ 275.1. General scope and purpose. 


* * * * * 


(b) The Food Stamp Act authorizes 
the Secretary to pay each State agency 
an amount equal to 50 percent of all 
administrative costs involved in each 
State agency's operation of the program. 
The Act further authorizes the Secretary 
to increase the share to 60 percent of all 
administrative costs for State agencies 
whose combined payment error rate and 
underissuance error rate is, as 
determined by quality control, less than 
five percent and whose negative case 
error rate is less than the national 
weighted mean negative case error rate 
for.the prior fiscal year. Those State 
agencies whose combined payment and 
underissuance error rates are five 
percent or more are required to specify 
and carry out the corrective action 
which they propose to take to reduce 
errors. 

7. In § 275.2 paragraph (a)(2) is revised 
as follows: 


§ 275.2 State agency responsibilities. 


(a) Establishment of the Performance 
Reporting System * * * 

(2) The State agency must ensure 
corrective action is effected at the State 
and project area levels. 


* * * * * 


8. In § 275.3, the introductory 
paragraph is revised. Paragraphs (a), (b), 
and (d) are revised. Introductory 
paragraph (c) is revised, the title and 
introductory paragraph of (c)(1) are 
revised, paragraph (c)(2) is removed, 
paragraphs (c)(3), (c)(4), and (c)(5) are 
redesignated as (c)(2), (c)(3), and (c)(4), 
respectively, the redesignated paragraph 
(c)(2) is revised, and a new paragraph 
(c)(5) is added. The revisions read as 
follows: 


BEST COPY AVAILABLE 
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§ 275.3 Federal monitoring. 


The Food and Nutrition Service shall 
conduct the review described in this 
section to determine whether a State 
agency is operating the Food Stamp 
Program and the Performance Reporting 
System in accordance with program 
requirements. The Federal reviewer may 
consolidate the scheduling and conduct 
of these reviews to reduce the frequency 
of entry into the State agency. FNS 
regional offices will conduct additional 
reviews to examine State agency and 
project area operations, as considered 
necessary to determine compliance with 
program requirements. FNS shall notify 
the State agency of any deficiencies 
detected in program or system 
operations. Any deficiencies detected in 
program or system operations which do 
not necessitate long range analytical 
and evaluative measures for corrective 
action development shall be 
immediately corrected by the State 
agency. Within 60 days of receipt of the 
findings of each review established 
below, State agencies shall develop 
corrective action addressing all other 
deficiencies detected in either program 
or system operations and shall ensure 
that the State agency’s own corrective 
action plan is amended and that FNS is 
provided this information at the time of 
the next formal semiannual update to 
the State agency's Corrective Action 
Plan, as required in § 275.17. 

(a) Reviews of State Agency's 
Administration/Operation of the Food 
Stamp Program. FNS shall conduct an 
annual review of certain functions 
performed at the State agency level in 
the administration/operation of the 
program. FNS will designate specific 
areas required to be reviewed each 
fiscal year. 

(b) Reviews of State Agency’s 
Management Evaluation System. FNS 
will review each State agency's 
management evaluation system on a 
biennial basis; however, FNS may 
review a State agency’s management 
evaluation system on a more frequent 
basis if a regular review reveals serious 
deficiencies in the ME system. The ME 
review will include but not be limited to 
a determination of whether or not the 
State agency is complying with FNS 
regulations, an assessment of the State 
agency's methods and procedures for 
conducting ME reviews, and an 
assessment of the data collected by the 
State agency in conducting the reviews. 

(c) Validation of State Agency Error 
Rates. FNS shall validate each State 
agency's payment error rate and 
underissuance error rate, as described in 
§ 275.23(c), during each annual quality 
contro] review period. Federal 
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validation reviews shall be conducted 
by reviewing against the Food Stamp 
Act and the regulations, taking into 
account any FNS-authorized waivers to 
deviate from specific regulatory 
provisions. FNS shall validate the State 
agency's negative case error rate, as 
described in § 275.23{d), only when the 
State agency's payment and 
underissuance error rates for an annual 
review period appear to entitle it to an 
increased share of Federal 
administrative funding for that period as 
outlined in § 277.4({b)(2), and its reported 
negative case error rate for that period 
is less than the national weighted mean 
negative case error rate for the prior 
fiscal year. Any deficiencies detected in 
a State agency’s QC system shall be 
included in the State agency's corrective 
action plan. The findings of validation 
reviews shall be used as outlined in 

§ 275.23(e)(6). 

(1) Payment error rate. The validation 
review of each State agency's payment 
error rate shall consist of the following 
actions: * * * 

(2) Underissuance error rate. The 
validation review of each State agency's 
underissuance error rate shall occur as a 
result of the Federal validation of the 
State agency's payment error rate as 
outlined in paragraph (c){1) of this 
section. 

(5) Household cooperation. 
Households are required to. cooperate 
with Federal QC reviewers. Refusal to 
cooperate shall result in termination of 
the household's eligibility. The Federal 
reviewer shall follow the procedures in 
§ 275.12(g)(1){ii) in order to determine 
whether a household is refusing to 
cooperate with the Federal QC reviewer. 
If the Federal reviewer determines that 
the household has refused to cooperate, 
as opposed to failed to cooperate, the 
household shall be reported to the State 
agency for termination of eligibility. 

(d) Assessment of Corrective Action. 
(1) FNS will conduct will conduct a 
comprehensive annual assessment of a 
State agency’s corrective action process 
by compiling all information relative to 
that State agency's corrective action 
efforts, including the State agency's 
system for data analysis and evaluation. 
The purpose of this assessment and 
review is to determine if: identified 
deficiencies are analyzed in terms of 
causes and magnitude and are properly 
included in either the State or Project 
Area/Management Unit corrective 
action plan; the State agency is 
implementing corrective actions 
according to the appropriate plan; target 
completion dates for reduction or 
elimination of deficiencies are being 


met; and, corrective actions are 
effective. In addition, FNS will examine 
the State agency’s corrective action 
monitoring and: evaluative efforts. The 
assessment of corrective action will be 
conducted at the State agency, project 
area, and local level offices, as 
necessary. 

(2) In addition, FNS will conduct on- 
site reviews of selecied corrective 
actions as frequently as considered 
necessary to ensure that State agencies 
are implementing proposed corrective 
actions within the timeframes specified 
in the State agency and/or Project 
Area/Management Unit corrective 
action plans and to determine the 
effectiveness of the corrective action. 
The on-site reviews will provide State 
agencies and FNS with a mechanism for 
early detection of problems in the 
corrective action process to minimize 
losses to the participants, or 
potential participants. 

9. In § 275.5, paragraph (b) is revised 
and paragraph (c) is removed. The 
revision reads as follows: 


§275.5 Scope and purpose. 


(b) Frequency of review. (1) State 
agencies shall conduct a review once 
every year for large project areas, once 
every two years for medium project 
areas, and once every three years for 
small project areas, unless an alternate 
schedule is approved by FNS. The most 
current and accurate information on 
active monthly caseload available at the 
time the review schedule is developed 
shall be used to determine project area 
size. 

(2) A request for an alternate review 
schedule shall be submitted for approval 
in writing with a proposed schedule and 
justification. In any alternate schedule, 
each project area must be reviewed at 
least once every three years. Approval 
of an alternate schedule is dependent 
upon a State agency's justification that 
the project areas that will be reviewed 
less frequently than required in 
paragraph (b)(1) of this section are 
performing adequately and that previous 
reviews indicate few problems or that 
known problems have been corrected. 
FNS retains the authority for approving 
any alternate schedule and may approve 
a schedule in whole or in part. Until FNS 
approval of an alternate schedule is 
obtained, the State agency shall conduct 
reviews in accordance with paragraph 
(b)(1) of this section. 

(3) FNS may require the State agency 
to conduct additional on-site reviews 
when a serious problem is detected in a 
project area which could result in a 
substantial dollar or service loss. 
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(4) State agencies shall also establish 
a system for monitoring those project 
areas’ operations which experience a 
significant influx of migratory workers 
during such migrations. This 
requirement may be satisfied by either 
scheduling ME reviews tc coincide with 
such migrations or by conducting special 
reviews. As part of the review the State 
agency shall contact local migrant 
councils, advocate groups, or other 
organizations in the project area to 
ensure that migrants are receiving the 
required. services. 

§275.6 [Amended] 

10. In § 275.6, paragraph (a) is 
amended by removing the last two 
words of the third sentence and 
substituting “for purposes of frequency 
of review” and by removing “or 
sampling requirements” in the last 
sentence. 

11. In § 275.7 paragraphs (b) and (e) are 
revised and (f) is removed. The revised 
paragraphs read as follows: 


§ 275.7 Selection of sub-units for review. 


* * 7 * * 


(b) Reviewing issuance Offices and 
Bulk Storage Points. The issuance office 
and bulk storage point review required 
by § 274.1(c){2) of this chapter may be 
satisfied through the ME review system. 


* * * * 


(e) Selection of Sub-units for Review. 
State agencies shall select a 
representative number of sub-units of 
each category for on-site review in order 
to determine a project area's compliance 
with program standards. 

12. Section 275.8 is revised to read as 
follows: 


§ 275.8 Review coverage. 

(a) During each review period, State 
agencies shall review the national target 
areas of program operation specified by 
FNS. FNS will notify State agencies of 
the minimum program areas to be 
reviewed at least 90 days before the 
beginning of each annual review period, 
which is the Federal fiscal year. FNS 
may add additional areas during the 
review period if deemed necessary. The 
FNS headquarters office will add 
national target areas during the review 
period only for deficiencies of national 
scope. State agencies would have 60 - 
days in which to establish a plan 
schedule for such reviews. 

(b} State agencies shall be responsible 
for reviewing each national target area 
or other program requirement based 
upon the provisions of the regulations 
governing the Food Stamp Program and 
the FNS-approved Plan of Operation. If 
FNS approves a State agency’s request 
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for a waiver from a 
requirement, i 


reviewed. When, in the course of a 
review, @ project area is found to be out 
of compliance with a given program 
requirement, the State agency shall 
identify the specifics of the problem 
including: the extent of the deficiency, 
the cause of the deficiency, and, as 
applicable, the specific procedural 
requirements the project area is 
misappl ying. 

13. in § 275.9, paragraphs {a}, (b), and 
(c) are revised, paragraphs (d), (e), and 
(f) are removed, and paragraph (g) is 
redesignated as paragraph {d) and is 
amended.by removing the words “to be 
approved by FNS,”. The revised 
paragraphs (a), (b), and {c) read as 
follows: 


§ 275.9 Review process. 

(a) Review procedures. State agencies 
shall review the program requirements 
specified for review in § 275.8 of this 
part using procedures that are adequate 
to identify problems and the causes of 
those problems. As each project area’s 
operational structure will differ, State 
agencies shall review each program 
requirement applicable to the project 
area in a manner which will best 
measure the project area's compliance 
with each program requirement. 

(b) ME review plan. (1) State agencies 
shall develop a review plan prior to 
each ME review. This review plan shall 
specify whether each project area is 
large, medium, or small and shall 
contain: 

(i) Identification of the project area to 
be reviewed, program areas to be 
reviewed, the dates the review will be 
conducted, and the period of time that 
the review will cover; 

(ii) Information secured from the 
project area regarding its caseload and 
organization; 

(iii) Identification of the certification 
offices, issuance offices, bulk storage 
points, reporting points, and data 
management units selected for review 
and the techniques used to select them; 

(iv) Identification of whether the State 
agency is using the ME review to 
monitor coupon issuers and bulk storage 
points as discussed § 274.1(c)(2). At 
State agency option it may also indicate 
whether the State agency is using the 
ME review process to perform non- 
discrimination reviews; and 

(v) A description of the review 
method(s) the State agency plans to use 
for each program area being reviewed. 

(2) ME review plans shall be 
maintained in an orderly fashion and be 
made available to FNS upon request. 


(c) Review methods. {i) State agenices 
shall determine the method of reviewing 
the program requirements associated 
with each program area. For some areas 
of program operation it may be 
necessary to use more than one method 
of review to determine it the project 
area is in compliance with program 
requirements. The procedures used shall 
be adequate to identify any problems 
and the causes of those problems. 

(2) State agencies shall ensure that the 
method used to review a program 
requirement does not bias the review 
findings. Bias can be introduced through 
leading questions, incomplete reviews, 
incorrect sampling techniques, etc. 


* * * 


14. In § 275.11, paragraph {b)(1}{ii) is 
amended by replacing, in the table, 
“59,000” with “59,999” and (f}(2) is 
amended by redesignating paragraphs 


- (ii) and (iii) as (iii) and (iv), respectively 


and by adding a new paragraph {ii). The 
new paragraph (ii) reads as follows: 


§ 275.11 Sampling 


* * * * 
zx *er 


(f) Sample Universe. 

(2) Negative Cases. * * * 

(ii) A household denied food stamps 
under a disaster certification authorized 
by FNS; 


* * * * * 


§ 275.15 [Amended] 

15. In § 275.15, pargraph [a)(1) is 
redesignated as {a), paragraphs (a)(2), 
(a}(3), and (d) are removed, and 
paragraphs [e), {f) and (g) are 
redesignated as (d), (e) and (f) 
respectively. 

16. In § 275.16, paragraph (a) is 
amended by removing “with FNS 
approval,” and the commas before and 
after it in the first sentence. Paragraphs 
(b) and {d) are revised to read as 
follows: 


§ 275.16 Corrective action planning. 

(b) The State agency and project 
area(s)/management unit(s), as 
appropriate, shall implement corrective 
action on all identified deficiencies 
Deficiencies requiring action by the 
State agency or the combined efforts of 
the State agency and the project 
area(s)/management unit(s) in the 
planing, development, and 
implementation of corrective action are 
those which: 

(1) Result from evaluation of yearly 
targets (actions to correct errors in 
individual cases however, shall not be 
submitted as part of the State agency's 
corrective action plan); 

(2) Are the cause for combined 
payment and underissuance error rates 


of five percent or more for any reporting 
period (actions to correct errors in 
individual cases, however, shall not be 
submitted as part of the State agency's 
corrective action plan); 

(3) Are the causes of other errors/ 
deficiencies detected through quality 
control, including error rates of 1 
percent or more in negative cases 
(actions to correct errors in individual 
cases, however, shall not be submitted 
as part of the State agency's corrective 
action plan); 

(4) Are identified by FNS reviews, 
GAO audits, contract audits, or USDA 
audits or investigations at the State 
agency or project area level (except 
deficiencies in isolated cases as 
indicated by FNS); and, 

(5) Result from 5 percent or more of 
the State agency’s QC sample being 
coded “not complete” as defined in 
§ 275.12{g)(1) of this part. This standard 
shall apply separately to both active and 
negative samples. 

(d) In planning corrective action, the 
State agency shall coordinate actions in 
the areas of data analysis, policy 
development, quality control, program 
evaluation, operations, administrative 
cost management, civil rights, and 
training to develop appropriate and 
effective corrective action measures. 

17. In § 275.17, paragraph (a) is 
revised and new paragraphs {c) and (d) 
are added to read as follows: 


§ 275.17 State corrective action plan. 

(a) State agencies shall prepare 
corrective action plans addressing those 
deficiencies specified in § 275.16(b) 
requiring action by the State agency or 
the combined efforts of the State agency 
and the project area(s)/management 
unit(s). This corrective action plan is an 
open-ended plan and shall remain in 
effect until all deficiencies in program 
operations have been reduced 
substantially or eliminated. State 
agencies shall provide updates to their 
corrective action plans through regular, 
semiannual updates. These semiannual 
updates shall be received by FNS by 
May 1st and November ist respectively. 
Such updates must contain: 

(1) Any additional deficiencies 
identified since the previous corrective 
action plan update; 

(2) Documentation that a deficiency 
has been corrected and is therefore 
being removed from the plan; and 

(3) Any changes to planned corrective 
actions for previously reported 
deficiencies. 

(c) FNS will provide technical 
assistance in developing corrective 
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action plans when requested by State 
agencies. 

(d) State agencies will be held 
accountable for the efficient and 
effective operation of all areas of the 
program. FNS is not precluded from 
issuing a warning as specified in Part 
276 because a deficiency is included in 
the State agency's corrective action 
plan. 

18. Section 275.20, is revised in its 
entirety to read as follows: 


§ 275.20 ME review schedules. 

(a) Each State agency shall submit its 
review schedule to the appropriate FNS 
regional office at least 60 days prior to 
the beginning of the next year's review 
period (the Federal fiscal year). These 
schedules must ensure that all project 
areas/management units will be 
reviewed within the required time limits. 
Each schedule shall identify the project 
areas/management units in each 
classification and list each project area 
to be reviewed by month or by quarter. 
A State agency may submit a request to 
use an alternate review schedule at any 
time. The alternate schedule shall not be 
effective until approved by FNS in 
accordance with § 275.5(b)(2). 

(b) State agencies shall notify the 
appropriate FNS regional office of all 
changes in review schedules. 


§ 275.21 [Amended] 
19. In § 275.21, paragraphs (c) and (d) 


are amended by replacing “95” with 
“105”. 


§ 275.22 [Removed] 


§§ 275.23 and 275.25 [Redesignated as 
§§ 275.22 and 275.23] 

20. Section 275.22 is removed. Section 
275.23 is redesignated §275.22. Section 
275.25 is redesignated § 275.23. In the 
newly redesignated § 275.23, the word 
“FNS-approved State manuals” are 
removed from paragraph (a}(1). The 
words “‘active case error rate,” are 
removed from paragraph (d)(1)(i). 
Finally, in paragraph (d)(2), the words 
“five percent or less” are replaced with 
the words “less than five percent” and 
the words “applicable to the period of 
enhanced funding” are replaced with the 
words “for the prior fiscal year”. 


PART 276—STATE AGENCY 
LIABILITIES AND FEDERAL 
SANCTIONS 
§ 276.4 [Amended] 

21. In § 276.4, the third sentence in the 
introductory paragraph of (d) and the 
second sentence in (d)(2) are amended 


by replacing the words “an FNS- 
approved” with the word “a”. 
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Dated: January 28, 1987. 
Robert E. Leard, 
Administrator, Food and Nutrition Service. 
[FR Doc. 87-2057 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3410-30-M 


7 CFR Parts 272 and 273 
[Amendment No. 283] 


Food Stamp Program; Supplemental 
Security Income and Social Security 
Provisions of the Food Security Act of 
1985 


AGENCY: Food and Nutrition Service, 
USDA. 


ACTION: Final rule and corrections. 


SUMMARY: This action finalizes interim 


Food Stamp Program regulations which 
implemented a provision of the Food 
Security Act of 1985. The interim rule 
reinforced and strengthened the 
regulations in regard to Food Stamp 
Program services in Social Security 
Administration offices. This rule also 
corrects typographical errors which _ 
appeared in the interim rule. 

In addition, this rule corrects two 
erroneous citations which appeared in 
an interim rule published August 5, 1986, 
entitled “Food Stamp Program: 
Categorical Eligibility for Certain Public 
Assistance and Supplemental Security 
Income Recipients”. The rule also 
corrects a typographical error which 
appeared in a final rule published May 
21, 1986, entitled “Food Stamp Program: 
The Food Security Act of 1985; 
Nondiscretionary Provisions; Final Rule 
and Correction”. 

DATES: This regulation is effective 
October 1, 1986. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
If there are any questions, please 
contact Judith M. Seymour, Supervisor, 
Certification Rulemaking Section, 
Eligibility and Monitoring Branch, 
Program Development Division, Family 
Nutrition Programs, Food and Nutrition 
Service, USDA, 3101 Park Center Drive, 
Room 706, Alexandria, Virginia 22302; 
(703) 756-3429. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


Classification 


Executive Order 12291 and Secretary's 
Memorandum 1512-1 


This rule has been reviewed under 
Executive Order 12291 and Secretary's 
Memorandum No. 1521-1. The rule will 
not result in an annual economic impact 
of more than $100 million or major 
increases in costs or prices nor will it 
have a significant adverse effect on 
competition, employment, productivity, 
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investment, or foreign trade. Further, the 
rule is unrelated to the ability of United 
States-based enterprises to compete 
with foreign-based enterprises in 
domestic or export markets. Therefore, 
the rule has been classified as 
“nonmajor.” 


Executive Order 12372 


The Food Stamp Program is listed in 
the Catalog of Federal Domestic 
Assistance under No. 10.551: For the 
reasons set forth in the Final Rule and 
related Notice to 7 CFR 3015 Subpart V 
(48 FR 29115), this program is excluded 
from the.scope of Executive Order 12372 
which requires intergovernmental 
consultation with State and local 
officials. 


Regulatory Flexibility Act 


This rule has been reviewed with 
regard to the requirements of the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act of 1980 (5 
U.S.C. 601-612). Robert E. Leard, 
Administrator of the Food and Nutrition 
Service, has certified that this action 
does not have a significant economic 
impact on a substantial number of small 
entities. This rule finalizes a provision 
from the Food Security Act of 1985 
which does not represent a major 
change in application processing or 
operational policy. 

Paperwork Reduction Act 


This rulemaking does not contain 
reporting or recordkeeping requirements 
subject to approval by. the Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB) under 
the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980 (44 
U.S.C. 3507). 


Background 
Introduction 


On June 9, 1986, the Department 
published interim regulations (51 FR 
20793) which implemented amendments 
made by section 1531 of the Food 
Security Act of 1985 (99 Stat. 1582, 
December 23, 1985) that reinforced and 
strengthened former regulations in 
regard to Food Stamp Program services 
in Social Security Administration (SSA) 
offices. The rule specified that all Title II 
Social Security applicants/recipients 
must be informed of the availability of 
Food Stamp Program benefits and 
informed of the availability of a simple 
application to participate in the Program 
at Social Security Administration (SSA) 
offices. No processing of the application, 
as is required for Supplemental Security 
Income (SSI) applicants, is required for 
these Title II applicants/recipients 

An explanation of the rationale and 
purposes of this rule was provided in the 
preamble to the interim rulemaking. 
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‘Therefore, a full understanding of the 
basis of the final rule may require 
eeeeenet to the June 9, 1986, interim 
rule. : j 

Only one comment (from a State 


§ 273.2 of the interim regulation which 
requires that an applicant for or 
recipient of social security benefits 
under Title Hl of the Social Security Act 
shall be informed of the availability of a 
Food Stamp Program application at the 
SSA office. The commenter felt that it is 
not necessary to stock food stamp ? 
applications at SSA offices when an 
efficient information and referral system 
between county social service 
departments and local SSA offices has 
been developed. It ‘was suggested that 
States be allowed the alternative of 
placing information and referral 
brochures for food stamps in SSA 
offices. The Department does not agree, 
because the cited regulation section is 
nondiscretionary. Section 11{j) of the 
Food Stamp Act as amended by section 
1531(b) of the Food Security Act of 1985 
clearly states that the above referenced 
applicants or recipients “shall be 
informed of the availability of a simple 
application to participate * * * at the 
social security office”’. It is clear from 
both the legislation and legislative 
history that a food stamp application is 
to be provided in the SSA office. 

The commenter further states that 
distributing combined application forms 
without proper instructions and 
screening could possible discourage 
people from applying for food stamps 
and, also, that the use of a simplified 
application could involve costly changes 
to a computerized application system, as 
well as being costly to stock. Since, as 
stated above, the application must be 
available at SSA offices, the Department 
believes that State agencies will have to 
devise means to minimize these 
problems. Relative to assisting the 
applicant, although the Act does not 
require that SSA offices assist 
households applying for or receiving 
title II social security benefits in 
completing food stamp applications, 
there will be notification available in 
SSA offices as to where such assistance 
may be obtained, if there is no 
outstationed iood stamp caseworker at 
the SSA office. The commenter’s second 
point reflects administrative concerns. 
The majority of States currently use 
their own applications and could 
continue to do so. These State-designed, 
FNS-approved, applications already - 
fulfill food stamp application 
requirements. States should review their 
applications and determine if they meet 


the description of a simple-application. 
If not, the States can modify their 
applications in some way, e.g., by 
shading the food stamp portion or using 
a brief cover sheet highlighting the food 
stamp sections. If States make these 
minor modifications to their applications 
there should be minimal cost involved, 
the forms would be easier to fill out and 
no changes to existing computer systems 
would be necessary. If a State agency 
decided not to use its own application 
form, the other alternative is to use the 
Application for Food Stamps, Form 
FNS-385. This form is shorter than most 
State forms and contains all necessary 
application information such as 
eligibility requirements, rights and 
responsibilities, penalty warnings, etc. 

In light of the above alternatives, the 
Department is not amending the policies 
established by the interim rule and such 
policies are being adopted as final by 
this action. 
Implementation 

The effective date of this rule is 
October 1, 1986. This date is specified in 
the Food Security Act of 1985. There is 
no special implementation effort 


required by the State agencies to’ 
effectuate this rulemaking. 


List of Subjects 
7 CFR Part 272 


Alaska, Civil rights, Food stamps, 
Grant programs—Social programs, 
Reporting and recordkeeping 
requirements. 


7 CFR Part 273 


Administrative practice and 
procedure, Aliens, Claims, Food stamp, 
Fraud, Grant programs—Social 
programs, Penalties, Reporting and 
recordkeeping requirements, Social 
security, Students. 

Accordingly, 7 CFR Parts 272 and 273 
are amended as follows: 

1. The authority citation for Parts 272 
and 273 continues to read as follows: 


Authority: 7 U.S.C. 2011-2029. 


PART 272—REQUIREMENTS FOR 
PARTICIPATING STATE AGENCIES 


2. The amendment to § 272.1 to add a 
new paragraph (g)(77), as published at 
51 FR 20794, June 9, 1986, contains a 
typographical error. The reference to 
“§ 273.2(1)” contained in the new 
paragraph (g)(77) should read 
“§ 273.2(1)" and is hereby corrected. As 
corrected, the amendment is adopted 
final. 
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PART 273—CERTIFICATION OF 
ELIGIBLE HOUSEHOLDS 


3. The amendment published at 51 FR 
20794, June 9, 1986, to add a new 
paragraph to § 273.2 contains 
typographical errors. The reference to 
“paragraph (1)” contained in 
amendatory statement No. 3 should read 
“paragraph [(I)” and the regulatory 
designation which precede the new 
paragraph should also read “(I)”. These | 
typographical errors are hereby 
corrected. As corrected, the amendment 
is adopted final. 

4. In FR Doc. 86—-11256, appearing at 
page 18744, Part If, in the issue of May 
21, 1986, correct the following 
typographical error: 

§ 272.1 [Corrected] 

On page 18750, in the first column 
under paragraph (g)({76){iii), the 
regulatory reference to 
“§ 273(a)(4){ii)(B)” should read 
“§ 273.21(a)(4)(ii)(B)” and is hereby 
corrected. 

5. In FR Doc. 86-17535, appearing at 
page 28196, Part Ill, in the issue of 
August 5, 1986, correct the following 
typographical errors: 


§ 273.2 (Corrected) 

a. On page 28202, in the first column, 
under paragraph (j)(2)(i), the regulatory 
reference in the last sentence to 
“§ 273.12(e) (3), (4), and (5)” should read 
“§ 273.12(f) (3), (4) and (5)” and is 
hereby corrected. 

b. On page 28202, in the second 
column, under paragraph (k} 
introductory text, the regulatory 
reference to “§ 273.2(j)(1)(v)” should 


read “§ 273.2(j)(1){iv)” and is hereby 


corrected. 
Dated: January 28, 1987. 
Robert E. Leard, 
Administrator. 
[FR Doc. 87-2056 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3410-30-M 


Agricultural Marketing Service 
7 CFR Parts 907, 908, and 929 


Expenses and Assessment Rates for 
Specified Marketing Orders 


AGENCY: Agricultural Marketing Service, 
USDA. 


ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: This final rule authorizes 
expenditures and establishes 
assessment rates under Marketing 
Orders 907, 908, and 929 for the 
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respective 1986-87 fiscal year for each 
order. Funds to administer these 
programs are derived from assessments 
on handlers. 

EFFECTIVE DATES: November 1, 1986- 
October 31, 1987 (§ § 907.224, 908.226); 
September 1, 1986-August 31, 1987 

(§ 929.227). 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Ronald L. Cioffi, Chief, Marketing Order 
Administration Branch, F&V, AMS, 
USDA, Washington, DC 20250, 
telephone (202) 447-5697. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This 
final rule has been reviewed under 
Executive Order 12291 and 
Departmental Regulation 1512-1 and has 
been determined to be a “non-major” 
rule under criteria contained therein. 

Pursuant to requirements set forth in 
the Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA), the 
Administrator of the Agricultural 
Marketing Service has determined that 
this action will not have a significant 
economic impact on a substantial 
number of small entities. 

The purpose of the RFA is to fit 
regulatory actions to the scale of 
business subject.to such actions in order 
that small businesses will not be unduly 
or disproportionately burdened. 
Marketing orders issued pursuant to the 
Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act, 
and rules issued thereunder are unique 
in that they are brought about through 
group action of essentially small entities 
acting on their own behalf. Thus, both 
statutes have small entity orientation 
and compatibility. 

It is estimated that approximately 123 
handlers of California-Arizona Navel 
Oranges, 115 handlers of California- 
Arizona Valencia oranges, and 27 
handlers of cranberries grown in ten 
States will be subject to regulation 
during the course of the current season 
and that the great majority of these 
firms may be classified as small entities. 
While this action may impose some 
additional costs on handlers, including 
small entities, the costs are in the form 
of uniform assessments on all handlers 
which do not impose a significant 
economic impact on the small entities 
involved. 

Each marketing order requires that the 
assessment rate for a particular fiscal 
year shall apply to all assessable 
commodities handled from the beginning 
of such year. 

An annual budget of expenses is 
prepared by each administrative 
committee and submitted to the 
Department of Agriculture for approval. 
The members of administrative 
committees are handlers and producers 
of the regulated commodities. This is 
appropriate because they are familiar 


with the committees’ needs and with the 
costs for goods, services and personnel 
in their local area and are thus ina 
position to formulate an appropriate 
budget. The budgets are formulated and 
discussed in public meetings; thus, all 
directly affected persons have an 
opportunity to participate and provide 
input. 

The assessment rate recommended by 
each committee is a derived figure. It is 
merely applying a rate per unit of the 
commodity (e.g. per pound, ton, box, 
carton, etc.), to the estimated production 
in order to produce income sufficient to 
pay the committees’ expected expenses. 
Recommended budgets and rates of 
assessment are usually acted upon by 
committees shortly before a season 
starts and expenses are incurred on a 
continuous basis, therefore budget and 
assessment rate approvals must be 
expedited in order that the committees 
will have funds to pay their expenses. 

Based on the foregoing, the Secretary 
finds that it is impractical and 
unnecessary to give preliminary notice, 
engage in public rulemaking procedure 
and that good cause exists for not 
postponing the effective date until 30 
days after publication in the Federal 
Register (5 U.S.C. 553). 


List of Subjects in 7 CFR Parts 907, 908, 
and 929. 


Marketing agreements and orders. 

1. The authority citation for 7 CFR 
Parts 907, 908, and 929 continues to read 
as follows: 

Authority: Secs. 1-19, 48 Stat. 31, as 
amended; 7 U.S.C. 601-674. 

2. New §$§ 907.224, 908.226 and 929.227 
are added to read as follows (the 
following sections prescribe annual 
expenses and assessment rates and will 
not be published in the Code of Federal 
Regulations): 


PART 907—NAVEL ORGANGES 
GROWN IN ARIZONA AND 
DESIGNATED PART OF CALIFORNIA 


§ 907.224 Expenses and assessment rate. 

Expenses of $1,039,000 by the Navel 
Orange Administrative Committee are 
authorized, and an assessment rate of 
$0.022 per carton of navel oranges is 
established for the fiscal period ending 
October 31, 1987. Unexpended funds 
may be carried over as a reserve. 


PART 908—VALENCIA ORANGES 
GROWN IN ARIZONA AND 
DESIGNATED PART OF CALIFORNIA 


§908.226 Expenses and assessment rate. 


Expenses of $626,000 by the Valencia 
Orange Administrative Committee are 
authorized, and an assessment rate of 
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$0.027 per carton of Valencia oranges is 
established for the fiscal period ending 
October 31, 1987. Unexpended funds 
may be carried over as a reserve. 


PART 929—CRANBERRIES GROWN IN 
STATES OF MASSACHUSETTS, 
RHODE ISLAND, CONNECTICUT, NEW 
JERSEY, WISCONSIN, MICHIGAN, 
MINNESOTA, OREGON, WASHINGTON, 
AND LONG ISLAND IN THE STATE OF 


NEW YORK 


§929.227 Expenses and assessment rate. 

Expenses of $172,500 by the Cranberry 
Marketing Committee are authorized, 
and an assessment rate of $0.045 per 
100-pound barrel of cranberries is 
established for the fiscal year ending 
August 31, 1987. Unexpended funds may 
be carried over as a reserve. 


Dated: January 29, 1987, 
Thomas R. Clark, 
Deputy Director, Fruit and Vegetable 


- Division. 


[FR Doc. 87-2169 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3410-02-M 


7 CFR Parts 1030, 1032, 1033, 1036, 
1049, and 1050 


[Docket Nos. AO-361-A24 et al.] 


Milk in The Chicago Regional and 
Certain Other Marketing Areas; Order 
Amending Orders 


AO-319-A35 
-.| AO-355-A24 


AGENCY: Agricultural Marketing Service, 
USDA. 


ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: This action amends the plant 
location adjustments to prices under the 
Southern Illinois, Ohio Valley, Indiana, 
and Central Illinois orders based on 
industry proposals considered at a 
public hearing held March 12-14, 1986. 
The location adjustment provisions of 
the four orders are amended in order to 
conform with the higher Class I price 
differentials mandated by the Food 
Security Act of 1985 and to assure a 
more proper intra-market alignment of 
prices. More than two-thirds of the 
producers in each of the four markets 
have approved the amended orders. 
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The hearing in this proceeding 
reopened an earlier proceeding on 
proposed amendments to change the 
location adjustment provisions of the 
Eastern Ohio-Western Pennsylvania 
order. Separate documents dealt with 
the Eastern Ohio-Western Pennsylvania 
order and the issues related thereto. 

This action does not amend the 
Chicago Regional milk order in that all 
relevant proposals were withdrawn at 
the hearing. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: April 1, 1987. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Maurice M. Martin, Marketing 
Specialist, Dairy Division, Agricultural 
Marketing Service, United States 
Department of Agriculture, Washington, 
DC 20250, (202) 447-7311. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Prior 
documents in this proceeding: 

Notice of Hearing: Issued February 14, 
1986; published February 21, 1986 (51 FR 
6241). 

Interim Final Decision: Issued June 26, 
1986; published July 8, 1986 (51 FR 
24677). 

Correction to Interim Final Decision: 
Published July 17, 1986 (51 FR 25896). 

Interim Final Rule: Issued July 24, 
1986; published July 30, 1986 (51 FR 
27152). 

Final Decision: Issued December 5, 
1986; published December 11, 1986 (51 
FR 44611). 


Findings and Determinations 


The findings and determinations 
hereinafter set forth supplement those 
that were made when the orders were 
first issued and when they were 
amended. The previous findings and 
determinations are hereby ratified and 
confirmed, except where they may 
conflict with those set forth herein. 

(a) Findings upon the basis of the 
hearing record. Pursuant to the 
provisions of the Agricultural Marketing 
Agreement Act of 1937, as amended (7 
U.S.C. 601-674), and the applicable rules 
of practice and procedure governing the 
formulation of marketing agreements 
and marketing orders (7 CFR Part 900), a 
public hearing was held upon certain 
proposed amendments to the tentative 
marketing agreements and to the orders 
regulating the handling of milk in the 
aforesaid marketing areas. 

Upon the basis of the evidence 
introduced at such hearing and the 
record thereof, it is found that: 

(1) The said orders as hereby 
amended, and all of the terms and 
conditions thereof, will tend to 
effectuate the declared policy of the Act; 

(2) The parity prices of milk, as 
determined pursuant to section 2 of the 
Act, are not reasonable in view of the 


price of feeds, available supplies of 
feeds, and other economic conditions 
which affect market supply and demand 
for milk in the said marketing areas; and 
the minimum prices specified in the 
orders as hereby amended, are such 
prices as will reflect the aforesaid 
factors, insure a sufficient quantity of 
pure and wholesome milk, and be in the 
public interest; and 

(3) The said orders as hereby 
amended regulate the handling of milk 
in the same manner as, and are 
applicable only to persons in the 
respective classes of industrial or 
commercial activity specified in, 
marketing agreements upon which a 
hearing has been held. 

(b) Determinations. It is hereby 
determined.that: 

(1) The refusal or failure of handlers 
(excluding cooperative associations 
specified in Section 8c (9) of the Act) of 
more than 50 percent of the milk, which 
is marketed within each of the 
respective marketing areas, to sign a 
proposed marketing agreement, tends to 
prevent the effectuation of the declared 
policy ofthe Act; 

(2) The issuance of this order 
amending each of the specified orders is 
the only practical means pursuant to the 
declared policy of the Act of advancing 
the interests of producers as defined in 
the respective orders; and 

(3) The issuance of this order 
amending each of the specified orders is 
approved by more than the necessary 
two-thirds of the producers who during 
the determined representative period 
were engaged in the production of milk 
for sale in the marketing area. 


List of Subjects in 7 CFR Parts 1032, 
1033, 1049, and 1050 


Milk marketing order, Milk, Dairy 
products. 


Order Relative to Handling 


It is therefore ordered, That on and 
after the effective date hereof, the 
handling of milk in each of the specified 
marketing areas shall be in conformity 
to and in compliance with the terms and 
conditions of the aforesaid orders, as 
amended, and as hereby further 
amended, as follows: 

1. The authority citation for 7 CFR 
Parts 1032, 1033, 1049 and 1050 continues 
to read as follows: 


Authority: (Secs. 1-19, 48 Stat. 31, as 
amended; 7 U.S.C. 601-674). 


PART 1030—MILK IN THE CHICAGO 
REGIONAL MARKETING AREA 


Note.—No amendatory action taken. 
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PART 1032—MILK IN THE SOUTHERN 
ILLINOIS MARKETING AREA 


2. Section 1032.52 is amended by 
revising paragraphs (a)(1), (a)(2)(i), 
(a)(2)(ii), (a)(3), (a)(4), (b) and adding, 


paragraph (a)(2)(iii) to read as follows: 


§ 1032.52 Plant location adjustments for 
handlers. 

(a) * * € 

(1) For a plant located within one of 
the zones designed in § 1032.2, the 
adjustment shall be as follows: 


Adjustment per 
hundredweight 
Zone: 
Base Zone 
Northern Zone 
Southern Zone 


No adjustment. 
Minus 17 cents 
Plus 9 cents. 


(2) se * 

(i) Plus 9 cents. St. Clair County (Scott 
Military Reservation, East St. Louis, 
Centreville, Canteen, and Stites 
Townships and the city of Belleville 
only) in the State of Illinois and the 
counties of Jefferson, St. Charles and St. 
Louis and the city of St. Louis in the 
State of Missouri. 

(ii) Minus 17 cents. In the counties of 
Fountain, Parke, Vermillion and Warren 
in the State of Indiana. 

(iii) No location adjustment shall 
apply at a plant located in the State of 
Missouri south and east of Interstate 
Highway 44 that was not in an area 
described in paragraph (a)(2)(i) of this 
section. 

(3) For a plant located outside the 
marketing area and the area described 
in paragraph (a)(2) of this section, the 
adjustment shall be minus 20 cents for 
any such plant located 100 miles or more 
from the city or village limit of Alton, 
Robinson, or Vandalia, Illinois, 
whichever is nearest, and minus an 
additional 2.0 cents for each 10 miles or 
fraction thereof that such distance 
exceeds 110 miles. 

(4) In determining location 
adjustments pursuant to this section, 
mileage shall be based on the shortest 
hard-surfaced highway distance as 
determined by the market administrator 
from the latest Mileage Guide as 
published by the Household Goods 
Carrier’s Bureau. 

(b) For purposes of calculating such 
adjustment, bulk transfers between pool 
plants shall be assigned Class I 
disposition at the transferee-plant only 
to the extent that 110 percent of Class I 
disposition at the transferee-plant 
exceeds the sum of receipts at such 
plant from producers and handlers 
described in § 1032.9(c), and the volume 
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assigned as Class I to receipts from 
other order plants and unregulated 
supply plants, such assignment to be 
made first to receipts of fluid milk 
products from poo! plants at which no 
location adjustment credit is applicable 
and then in sequence beginning with the 
plant at which the least location 
adjustment would apply. 


* * * 


PART 1033—MILK IN THE OHIO 
VALLEY MARKETING AREA 


3. Section 1033.6 is amended by 
revising paragraphs (a), (b), (c), and 
adding (d) and (e) to read as follows: 


§ 1033.6 Ohio Valley marketing area. 


* * * * * 


(a) “Zone 1” shall include the 
following territory: 


Ohio Counties 


Fulton, Hancock, Henry, Lucas, Putnam, 
Sandusky (Woodville and Madison 
Townships only}, Seneca, Wood. 

Michigan Counties 

Lenawee (Blissfield, Deerfield, Ogden, 
Palmyra, and Riga Townships only). 

Monroe {except Ash, Berlin, Dundee, Exeter, 
London, and Milan Townships). 

(b) “Zone 2” shall include the 
following territory: 

Ohio Counties 

Allen, Auglaize, Crawford, Darke, Hardin, 
Logan, Marion, Mercer, Morrow, Richland, 
Shelby, Union, Van Wert (city of Delphos 
only), Wyandot. 

{c) “Zone 3” shall include the 
following territory: 

Ohio Counties 

Butler, Champaign, Clark, Clinton, Coshocton 
(except Adams Township), Delaware, 
Fairfield, Fayette, Franklin, Greene, 
Guernsey {except Oxford, Londonderry, 
and Millwood Townships), Hocking, Knox, 
Licking, Madison, Miami, Montgomery, 
Morgan, Muskingum, Noble, Perry, 
Pickaway, Preble, Warren. 

(d) “Zone 4” shall include the 
following territory: 

Ohio Counties 

Adams, Athens, Brown, Clermont, Gallia, 
Hamilton, Highland, Jackson, Lawrence, 
Meigs, Pike, Ross, Scioto, Vinton, 
Washington. 


Kentucky Counties 

Boone, Boyd, Bracken, Campbell, Grant, 
Greenup, Harrison, Kenton, Lewis, Mason, 
Pendleton, Robertson. 

Indiana Counties 

Dearborn, Ohio. 


West Virginia Counties 
Calhoun, Gilmer, Pleasants, Ritchie, Wirt, 
Wood. 
(e) “Zone 5” shall include the 
following territory: 





Kentucky Counties 
Floyd, Johnson, Lawrence, Magoffin, Martin, 
Pike. 


West Virginia Counties rl 

Boone, Cabell, Fayette, Jackson, Kanawha, 
Lincoln, Logan, Mason, Mingo, Putnam, 
Raleigh, Roane, Wayne, Wyoming. 


4. Section 1033.53 is amended by 
revising paragraphs (a)(1), (a)(2), (a)(3). 
redesignating (a)(4) as (a)(5), and adding 
(a)(4) to read as follows. Newly 
redesignated paragraph (a)(5) is 
republished. 


§ 1033.53 Plant location adjustments for 
handlers. 


(a) eo -— ? 

(1) At a plant located in one of the 
zones set forth in § 1033.6, the 
adjustment shall be as follows: 


Adjustment per 
hundredweight 
Minus 24 cents. 
Minus 14 cents. 
.. No adjustment. 
Plus 7 cents. 
.. Plus 15 cents. 


(2yA Ata sul lead outside the 
marketing area and 60 miles or less from 
the city hall of the nearest city listed 
herein, excluding plants located in the 
area specified in (a)(4) of this section, 
the adjustment shall be the adjustment 
applicable at Cincinnati, Coshocton, 
Dayton, Lima, Marietta, or Toledo, Ohio; 
Ashland or Maysville, Kentucky; or 
Beckley or Charleston, West Virginia; 
whichever city is nearest; 


(3) At a plant located outside the 
marketing area and more than 60 miles 
from the city hall of the nearest city 
listed in paragraph (a)(2) of this section, 
excluding plants located in the area 
specified in (a)(4) of this section, the 
adjustment shall be the adjustment 
applicable at the nearest city, less 11 
cents and less an additional 1.5 cents for 
each 10 miles or fraction thereof in 
excess of 70 miles that such plant is 
located from the city hall of the nearest 
city listed above. However, at.any such 
plant located in the Louisville- 
Lexington-Evansville marketing area 
under Part 1046 of this chapter or east of 
the Mississippi River and south of the 
northern boundary of Kentucky, West 
Virginia, or Virginia, the adjustment 
shall be the adjustment applicable at 
Zone 4; 


(4) At a plant located outside the 
marketing area in the Ohio counties of 
Defiance, Paulding Van Wert, (except 
the city of Delphos), or Williams, the 
adjustment shall be minus 24 cents, and 
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(5) For the purpose of computing 
location adjustments pursuant to this 
section, distances shall be measured by 
the shortest hard-surfaced distance as 
determined by the — administrator. 


* * . * 


PART 1036—MILK IN THE EASTERN 
OHIO-WESTERN PENNSYLVANIA 
MARKETING AREA 


Note.—A separate document will be issued 
regarding the issues related thereto. 


PART 1049—MILK IN THE INDIANA 
MARKETING AREA 


5. In § 1049.52, paragraphs (a)(1) and 
(a)(2) are revised to read as follows: 


§ 1049.52 Plant location adjustments for 
handlers. 


(a) ** & 


{1) At any plant located within: 


(i) The State of Ohio or any indiana county not 


SRE Ap ON os asvrerentnscspsenitrtesisicancenssoonngi 


(ii) Any of the Indiana counties of: 
Adams, Alien, Benton, Blackford, Carroll, 
Cass, Fulton, Huntington, Jay, Miami, 


(2) For any plant at a location outside 
the.territory specified in the preceding 
paragraph (a)(1) of this section, the 
applicable adjustment rate per 
hundredweight shall be based on the 
shortest highway distance between the 
plant and the nearest of the Monument 
Circle, Indianapolis, Indiana, or the 
main post offices of Fort Wayne, South 
Bend, or Valparaiso, Indiana, and shall 
be 2.0 cents for each 10 miles or fraction 
thereof from such point plus the amount 
of the location adjustment pursuant te 
paragraph (a)(1) of this section 
applicable at the respective point. 


* * * * * 


PART 1050—MILK IN THE CENTRAL 
ILLINOIS MARKETING AREA 


6. In § 1050.52, paragraphs (a) and (b) 
are revised to read as follows: 
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§ 1050.52 Plant location adjustments for 
handiers. 

(a) The Class I price for producer milk 
at a plant located outside the State of 
Illinois or in the State of Illinois but 
north of the northernmost boundaries of 
the counties of Mercer, Henry, Bureau, 
La Salle, Grundy, and Kankakee shall be 
reduced 10 cents if such plant is 50 miles 
or more from the City Hall in Peoria, 
Illinois, plus an additional 2.0 cents for 
each 10 miles or fraction thereof that 
such distance exceeds 60 miles. 
Distances applied pursuant to this 
paragraph shall be the shortest hard- 
surfaced highway distances as 
determined by the market administrator 
from the latest Mileage Guide as 
published by the Household Goods 
Carrier's Bureau. 

(b) For purposes of calculating such 
adjustment, bulk transfers between pool 
plants shall be assigned Class I 
disposition at the transferee-plant only 
to the extent that 105 percent of Class I 
disposition at the transferee-plant 
exceeds the sum of receipts at such 
plant from producers and cooperative 
associations pursuant to § 1050.9(c), and 
the volume assigned as Class I to 
receipts from other order plants and 
unregulated supply plants; such 
assignment to be made first to 
transferor-plants at which no location 
adjustment credit is applicable and then 
in sequence beginning with the plant at 
which the least location adjustment 
would apply. 

Effective date: April 1, 1987. 

Signed at Washington, DC, on January 28, 
1987. 

Karen K. Darling, 

Marketing & Inspection Services. 

{FR Doc. 87-2055 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3410-02-M 


DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 


Federal Aviation Administration 


14 CFR Parts 21 and 25 
[Docket No. NM-20; Special Conditions No. 
25-ANM-11] ; 


Special Conditions; Fokker B.V. Model 
F27 MKO050 Airplane 


AGENCY: Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA), DOT. 


ACTION: Final special conditions. 


SUMMARY: These special conditions are 
issued pursuant to §§ 21.16 and 21.101 of 
the Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR) 
to Fokker B.V., the Netherlands, for an 
amended type certificate (TCA-817) for 
the F27 MK050 airplane. The F27 MK050 


airplane will have novel or unusal 
design features associated with an 
automatic takeoff power control system 
(ATPCS) for which the applicable 
airworthiness regulations do not contain 
adequate or appropriate safety 
standards. The ATPCS will allow the 
airplane to take off with less than 
maximum takeoff thrust approved for 
the airplane; and, if an engine fails, the 
system will automatically provide 
maximum takeoff thrust on the operating 
engine. These special conditions contain 
safety standards which the 
Administrator finds necessary to 
establish a level of safety equivalent to 
that provided by the regulations 
applicable to the F27 MK050 airplane 
because of the novel or unsual features. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: March 6, 1987. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
James Walker, Policy and Procedures 
Branch, Transport Standards Staff, 
ANM-110, FAA, Northwest Mountain 
Region, 17900 Pacific Highway South, C- 
68966, Seattle, Washington 98168; 
telephone (206) 431-2116. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


Background 


On July 31, 1985, Fokker B.V. 1117 ZJ 
Schiphol, the Netherlands, applied for 
an amended type certificate (TC) for the 
Fokker F27 MKO050 airplane. 

The F27 MKO050 is a high wing, twin- 
engine, pressurized transport category 
airplane with a certificated takeoff gross 
weight of 41,865 pounds (optional! 45,900 
pounds). The airplane is equipped with 
two Pratt and Whitney of Canada Model 
PW-124 turbopropeller engines, each 
producing 2,400 shaft horsepower for 
maximum takeoff sea level standard 
day, and Dowty-Rotol 6-bladed 
propellers. The airplane has a total 
seating capacity of 50 persons and a 
maximum permissible altitude of 25,000 
feet. 

The design covered under the 
amended TC will incorporate the 
installation of an ATPCS. Automatic 
takeoff power control system special 
conditions issued to date for other 
airplanes require the ATPCS be 
designed to permit manual decrease or 
increase in power up to the maximum 
takeoff power approved for the airplane 
under existing conditions through the 
use of power levers. The ATPCS system 
installed on the engines of the F27 
MKO050) airplane contains an electronic 
fuel controller (EFC), which provides an 
automatic fixed power increment 
increase in the event of an engine failure 
during takeoff. In the event of an engine 
failure, a signal from the ATPCS is 
transmitted to the EFC which up-trims 
the operating engine to the approved 
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takeoff power. In the event of an ATPCS 
failure concurrent with engine failure, 
the crew would be required to advance 
the power lever to obtain the maximum 
power. 

The type design of the F27 MK050 
airplane with the automatic system 
installed contains a number of novel or 
unusual design features for which the 
applicable airworthiness requirements 
do not contain adequate or appropriate 
safety standards. Special conditions are 
necessary to provide a level of safety 
equal to that generally intended by the 
established certifications basis and to 
support a finding by the Administrator 
that no feature or characteristic of the 
airplane with the automatic system 
installed makes it unsafe for the 
category in which certification is 
requested. These special conditions 
specify limits on the maximum power 
increment which may be applied to the 
operating engines by the ATPCS, 
prescribe system reliability and status 
monitoring requrements, require 
provisions for manual selection of the 
maximum takeoff power approved for 
the airplane under existing conditions, 
prohibit approval of the system if the 
automatic or manual application of 
approved maximum takeoff power 
would result in an engine operating limit 
being exceeded, and require the 
installation of an independent engine 
failure warning system if the inherent 
characteristics of the airplane do not 
provide a clear warning to the crew. 


Discussion of Comments 


Notice of proposed special conditions 
No. SC-86-2-NM for the F27 MK050 
airplane was published in the Federal 
Register on October 6, 1986 (51 FR 
35523). There were no public comments 
received. 


Type Certification Basis 


The type certification basis for the 
Fokker F27 MK050 airplane with the 
ATPCS installed is: 

Part 25 of the FAR dated February 1, 
1965, as amended by Amendments 25-1 
through 25-56, 25-58 and 25-59, except 
for the following sections which will be 
certified to earlier amendments as 
noted: § 25.109, Amendment 25-41; 

§ 25.631 (not applicable, § 25.631 was 
added by Amendment 25-23); 

§ 25.671(c)(3), Amendment 25-22; 

§ 25.701, Amendment 25-22 and 

§ 25.1309, Amendment 25-22. The 
automatic flight control system will 
comply with § 25.1309 as amended by 
Amendment 25-56. 

Part 36 of the FAR with amendments 
in effect at the time the amended type 
certificate is issued. 
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Special Federal Aviation Regulations 
(SFAR) 27 with amendments in effect at 
the time the amended type certificate is 
issued. 

Equivalent safety findings for 
§ 25.777(e) (Flap handle location), 

§ 25.781 (Flap handle shape); 

§ 25.729(e)(4) (Landing gear position 
indicator and warning device) and these 
special conditions for the automatic 
takeoff power control system and any 
exemptions developed and issued for 
this airplane. 

The applicable airworthiness 
standards for import products are those 
regulations designated in accordance 
with § 21.29 and are known as the “type 
certification basis” for the airplane 
design. Special conditions may be 
issued and amended, as necessary, as a 
part of the type certification basis if the 
Administrator finds that the 
airworthiness standards designated in 
accordance with § 21.17(a)(1) do not 
contain adequate or appropriate safety 
standards because of novel or unusual 
design features of the airplane. Special 
conditions, as appropriate, are now 
issued after public notice in accordance 
with §§ 11.28 and 11.29(b), effective 
October 14, 1980 and become part of the 


type certification basis in accordance 
with § 21.17(a)(2). 


Conclusion 


This action affects only certain 
unusual or novel design features on one 
model of airplanes. It is not a rule of 
general applicability and affects only 
the manufacturer who applied to the 
FAA for approval of these features on 
the airplane. 


List of Subjects in 14 CFR Parts 21 and 
25 


Air transportation, Aircraft, Aviation 
safety. 


The Special Conditions 


Accordingly, pursuant to the authority 
delegated to me by the Administrator, 
the following special conditions are 
issued to Fokker B.V. for the F27 MK050 
airplane equipped with an automatic 
takeoff power control system (ATPCS): 

The authority citation for these 
special conditions is as follows: 


Authority: 49 U.S.C. 1344, 1348{c), 1352, 
1354(a), 1355, 1421 through 1431, 1502, 
1651(b)}(2), 42 U.S.C. 1857f-10, 4321 et seq.; 
E.O. 11514; 49 U.S.C. 106(g) (Revised Pub. L. 
97-449, January 12, 1983). 
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A. General. With the ATPCS and 
associated systems functioning normally 
as designed, all applicable requirements 
of Part 25, except as provided in these 
special conditions, must be met without 
requiring any action by the crew to 
increase power. 

B. Definitions. 

1. Automatic Takeoff Power Control 
System (ATPCS). An ATPCS is defined 
as the entire automatic system used on 
takeoff, including all devices, both 
mechanical and electrical, that sense 
engine failure, transmit signals, actuate 
fuel controls or power levers on 
operating engines to achieve scheduled 
power increase, and furnish cockpit 
information on system operation. 

2 Critical Time Interval. When 
conducting an ATPCS takeoff, the 
critical time interval is between V; 
minus 1 second and a point on the 
minimum performance, all-engine flight 
path where, assuming a simultaneous 
engine and ATPCS failure, the resulting 
minimum flight path thereafter intersects 
the Part 25 required gross flight path at 
not less than 400 feet from the takeoff 
surface. This definition is shown in the 
following graph. 

BILLING CODE 4910-13-M 
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3. Takeoff Power. Notwithstanding the 
definition of “takeoff power” in Part 1 of 
the FAR, “takeoff power" means the 
horsepower obtained from each initial 
power setting approved for takeoff 
under these special conditions. 

C. Performance Requirements. The 
applicant must comply with the 
following performance and reliability 
requirements. 

1. An ATPCS system failure during the 
critical time interval must be shown to 
be improbable. 

2. The concurrent existence of an 
ATPCS failure and an engine failure 
during the critical time interval must be 
shown to be extremely improbable. 

3. All applicable performance 
requirements of Part 25 must be met 
with an engine failure occurring at the 
most critical point during takeoff with 
the ATPCS system functioning. 

D. Power Setting. The initial takeoff 
power set on each engine at the 
beginning of the takeoff roll may not be 
less than: 

1. Ninety percent (90%) of the power 
level set by the ATPCS (the maximum 
takeoff power approved for the airplane 
under existing conditions); 

2. That required to permit normal 
operation of all safety related systems 
and equipment dependent upon engine 
power or power lever position; or 

3. That shown to be free of hazardous 
engine response characteristics when 
power is advanced from the initial 
takeoff power level to the maximum 
approved takeoff power. 

E. Powerplant Controls. 

1. In addition to the requirements of 
§ 25.1141, no single failure or 
malfunction, or probable combination 
thereof, of the ATPCS system, including 
associated systems, may cause the 
failure of any powerplant function 
necessary for safety. 

2. The ATPCS must be designed to: 

a. Apply power on the operating 
engine, following an engine failure 
during takeoff, to achieve the selected 
takeoff power without exceeding engine 
operating limits; 

b. Permit manual decrease or increase 
in power up to the maximum takeoff 
power approved for the airplane under 
existing conditions through the use of 
the power lever. For aircraft equipped 
with limiters that automatically prevent 
engine operating limits from being 
exceeded under existing conditions, 
other means may be used to increase the 
maximum level of power controlled by 
the power levers in the event of an 
ATPCS failure, provided the means: 

{1) Is located on or forward of the 
power levers; 

(2) Is easily identified and operated 
under all operating conditions by a 


single action of either pilot with the 
hand that is normally used to actuate 
the power levers; and 

(3) Meets the requirements of § 25.777, 
paragraphs (a), (b), and (c); 

c. Provide a means to verify to the 
flightcrew prior to takeoff that the 
ATPCS is in a condition to operate; and 

d. Provide a means for the flightcrew 
to deactivate the automatic function. 
This means must be designated to 
prevent inadvertent deactivation. 

F. Powerplant Instruments. In addition 
to the requirements of § 25.1305: 

1. A means must be provided to 
indicate when the ATPCS is in the 
armed or ready condition; and 

2. If the inherent flight characteristics 
of the airplane do not provide adequate 
warning that an engine has failed, a 
warning system that is independent of 
the ATPCS must be provided to give the 
pilot a clear warning of any engine 
failure takeoff. 


Issued in Seattle, Washington, on January 
23, 1987. 
Frederick M. Isaac, 
Acting Director, Northwest Mountain Region. 
[FR Doc. 87-2174 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4910-13-M 


14 CFR Part 39 

[Docket No. 86-NM-128-AD; Amdt. 
39-5540] 

Airworthiness Directives: British 
Aerospace Model DH/HS/BH-125 
Series Airplanes 


AGENCY: Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA), DOT. 
ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: This amendment adopts a 
new airworthiness directive (AD), 
applicable to certain British Aerospace 
(BAe) Model DH/HS/BH-125 series 
airplanes, that requires modifications to 
the Auxiliary Power Unit (APU) 
installation. This action is needed to 
prevent APU fuel leakage into the rear 
equipment bay and to provide the 
electrical grounding of the starter/ 
generator to the airframe. This action is 
necessary to correct a reported potential 
fire hazard. 

DATE: Effective March 9, 1987. 
ADDRESSES: The service bulletins 
specified in this AD may be obtained 
upon request to British Aerospace, Inc., 
Librarian, Box 17414, Dulles 
International Airport, Washington, D.C. 
20041. This information may be 
examined at the FAA, Northwest 
Mountain Region, 17900 Pacific Highway 
South, Seattle, Washington, or the 
Seattle Aircraft Certification Office, 
9010 East Marginal Way South, Seattle, 
Washington. 
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FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Ms. Judy Golder, Standardization 
Branch, ANM-113; telephone (206) 431- 
1967. Mailing address: FAA, Northwest 
Mountain Region, 17900 Pacific Highway 
South, C-68966, Seattle, Washington 
98168. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: A 
proposal to amend Part 39 of the Federal 
Aviation Regulations to include an 
airworthiness directive, which requires 
sealing in the area of the turbine plenum 
drain outlet and installation of twin 
heavy duty bonding cables on certain 
British Aerospace Model DH/HS/BH- 
125 series airplanes, was published in 
the Federal Register on August 26, 1986 
(51 FR 30371). 

Interested parties have been afforded 
an opportunity to participate in the 
making of this amendment. Due 
consideration has been given to the one 
comment received. 

The only commenter expressed 
concurrence with the proposal. 

After careful review of the available 
data, the FAA has determined that air 
safety and public interest require the 
adoption of the rule as proposed. 

It is estimated that 20 airplanes of U.S. 
registry will be affected by this AD, that 
it will take approximately 14 manhours 
per airplane to accomplish the required 
actions, and that the average labor cost 
will be $40 per manhour. Based on these 
figures, the total cost impact of this AD 
to U.S. operators is estimated to be 
$11,200. 

For the reasons discussed above, the 
FAA has determined that this regulation 
is not considered to be major under 
Executive Order 12291 or significant 
under DOT Regulatory Policies and 
Procedures (44 FR 11034; February 26, 
1979) and it is further certified under the 
criteria of the Regulatory Flexibility Act 
that this rule will not have a significant 
economic effect on a substantial number 
of small entities because of the minimal 
cost of compliance per airplane ($560). A 
final evaluation has been prepared for 
this regulation and has been placed in 
the docket. 


List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 39 
Aviation safety, Aircraft. 
Adoption of the Amendment 


PART 39—[AMENDED] 


Accordingly, pursuant to the authority 
delegated to me by the Administrator, 
the Federal Aviation Administration 
amends § 39.13 of Part 39 of the Federal 
Aviation Regulations as follows: 

1. The authority citation for Part 39 
continues to read as follows: 
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Authority: 49 U.S.C. 1354(a), 1421 and 1423; 
49 U.S.C. 106(g) (Revised Pub. L. 97-449, 
January 12, 1983}; and 14 CFR 11.89. 


§ 39.13 [Amended] 


2. By adding the following new 
airworthiness directive: 

British Aerospace: Applies to British 

Aerospace (BAe) Model DH/HS/BH-125 
series airplanes identified in BAe Service 
Bulletins 49-31-9286A and 49-32-9210A, 
both Revision 1, and both dated March 
24, 1986, certificated in any category. 
Compliance is required within 6 months 
after the effective date of this AD. To 
reduce the possibility of APU fuel 
leakage in the rear equipment bay, and 
assure electrical bonding of the starter/ 
generator to the airplane, accomplish the 
following, unless previously 
accomplished: 

A. Seal the APU plenum shroud at the 
turbine plenum drain outlet in accordance 
with BAe Service Bulletin 49-31-9286A, 
Revision 1, dated March 24, 1986, 
Modification No. 259286A. 

B. Install twin heavy duty bonding cables 
between the APU accessory case and ground 
terminal post 16 on the main engine beam in 
accordance with BAe Service Bulletin 49-32- 
9210A, Revision 1, dated March 24, 1986, 
Modification No. 259210A. 

C. An alternate means of compliance or 
adjustment of the compliance time, which 
provides an acceptable level of safety, may 
be used when approved by the Manager, 
Standardization Branch, ANM-113, FAA, 
Northwest Mountain Region. 

D. Special flight permits may be issued in 
accordance with FAR 21.197 and 21.199 to 
operate airplanes to a base for the 
accomplishment of the modifications required 
by this AD. 


All persons affected by this directive 
who have not already received the 
appropriate service documents from the 
manufacturer may obtain copies upon 
request to British Aerospace, Inc., 
Librarian, Box 17414, Dulles 
International Airport, Washington, DC 
20041. These documents may be 
examined at the FAA, Northwest 
Mountain Region, 17900 Pacific Highway 
South, Seattle, Washington, or the 
Seattle Aircraft Certification Office, 
9010 East Marginal Way South, Seattle, 
Washington. 


This amendment becomes effective March 
9, 1987. 

Issued in Seattle, Washington, on January 
26, 1987. 


Frederick M. Isaac, 

Acting Director, Northwest Mountain Region. 
[FR Doc. 87-2180 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 4910-13-M 


14 CFR Part 39 


[Docket No. 86-NM-183-AD; Amdt. 39- 
5544] 


Airworthiness Directives; Boeing 
Model 727 Series Airplanes 


AGENCY: Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA), DOT. 


ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: This amendment supersedes 
an existing airworthiness directive (AD), 
applicable to certain Boeing Model 727 
series airplanes, which currently 
requires repetitive inspections for cracks 
and repair, if necessary, of the wing rear 
spar terminal fitting, and identifies 
terminating action. This action is 
prompted by a reevaluation of the 
terminating action described in the 
existing AD. This assessment has 
determined that the terminating action is 
inappropriate, and that it is necessary to 
periodically inspect the modified or 
repaired wing rear spar terminal fittings 
for cracks. Failure to detect cracks prior 
to reaching critical length may severely 
reduce the load carrying capability of 
the wing. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: March 13, 1987. 
ADDRESSES: The applicable service 
information may be obtained from the 
Boeing Commercial Airplane Company, 
P.O. Box 3707, Seattle, Washington, 
98124. This information may be 
examined at the FAA, Northwest 
Mountain Region, 17900 Pacific Highway 
South, Seattle, Washington, or the 
Seattle Aircraft Certification Office, 
9010 East Marginal Way South, Seattle, 
Washington. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mr. Stanton Wood, Airframe Branch, 
ANM-120§; telephone (206) 431-1924. 
Mailing address: FAA, Northwest 
Mountain Region, 17900 Pacific Highway 
South, C-68966, Seattle, Washington 
98168. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: A 
proposal to amend Part 39 of the Federal 
Aviation Regulations by superseding AD 
83-04-01, Amendment 39-4570 (48 FR 
7721; February 24, 1983), to require 
repetitive inspection of the wing rear 
spar terminal fitting for cracks, was 
published in the Feders! Register on 
October 8, 1986 (51 FR 36015). The 
comment period closed December 1, 
1986. 

Interested persons have been afforded 
an opportunity to participate in the 
making of this amendment. Due 
consideration has been given to the one 
comment which was received. 

The commenter requested that the 
proposed inspections be included under 
the Supplemental Structural Inspection 
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(SSID) program, so that the required 
inspections would be limited only to the 
candidate fleet identified in that 
program. The FAA does not concur. 
Accomplishment of the SSID program is 
required by AD 84-21-05, Amendment 
39-4920 (49 FR 38931; October 2, 1984). 
The program is designed to monitor the 
aging fleet to discover cracks. When 
cracks are discovered and corrective 
action is needed, it is necessary to 
require corrective action for all affected 
airplane. Therefore, the FAA has 
determined that this amendment is 
appropriate. 

Paragraph D. of the final rule has been 
revised to require concurrence of the 
FAA Principal Maintenance Inspector in 
the approval process for request by 
operators of an alternate means of 
compliance or adjustment of the 
compliance time. The FAA has 
determined that this change will not 
increase the economic burden on any 
operator. 

After careful review of the available 
data, including the comment noted 
above, the FAA has determined that air 
safety and the public interest require the 
adoption of the rule with the change 
previously mentioned. 

It is estimated that 120 airplanes of 
U.S. registry will be affected by this AD, 
that it will take approximately 336 
manhours per airplane to accomplish the 
required actions, and that the average 
labor cost will be $40 per manhour, 
Based on these figures, the total cost 
impact of the AD on U.S. operators is 
estimated to be $1,612,800. 

For the reasons discussed above, the 
FAA has determined that this regualtion 
is not considered to be major under 
Executive Order 12291 or significant 
under DOT Regulatory Policies and 
Procedures (44 FR 11034; February 26, 
1979); and it is further certified under the 
criteria of the Regulatory Flexibility Act 
that this rule will not have a significant 
economic effect on a substantial number 
of small entities, because few, if any, 
Boeing Model 727 airplanes are operated 
by small entities. A Final evaluation has 
been prepared for this regulation and 
has been placed in the docket. 


List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 39 
Aviation safety, Aircraft. 
Adoption of the Amendment 


PART 39—[AMENDED] 


Accordingly, pursuant to the authority 
delegated to me by the Administrator, 
the Federal Aviation Administration 
amends § 39.13 of Part 39 of the Federal 
Aviation Regulations (14 CFR 39.13) as 
follows: 
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1. The authority citation for Part 39 
continues to read as follows: 


Authority: 49 U.S.C. 1354(a), 1421 and 1423; 
49 U.S.C. 106{g) (Revised Pub. L. 97-449, 
January 12, 1983); and 14 CFR 11.89. 


§39.3 [Amended] 


2. By superseding AD 83-04-01, 
Amendment 39-4570 (48 FR 7721; 


February 24, 1983), with the following 
new airworthiness directive: 


Boeing: Applies to Model 727 series airplanes 
listed in Boeing Service Bulletin 
727-57-103, Revision 3, dated June 19, 
1981, certificated in any category. 

Compliance is required within the next 
6,000 landings after March 31, 1983; or prior to 
accumulating 30,000 landings; or 30,000 
landings after repair or modification in 
accordance with Service Bulletin 727-57-103; 
whichever occurs latest, unless already 
accomplished. 

To ensure the structural integrity of the 
wing rear spar terminal fitting, accomplish 
the following: 

A. Inspect the wing spar terminal fittings 
for cracks, using x-ray eddy current and close 
visual techniques, in accordance with the 
procedures listed in Table I of the 
Addendum, Flight Safety Section, Boeing 
Service Bulletin 727-57-103, Revision 3, dated 
June 19, 1981, or later FAA-approved 
revisions. Repeat the inspection at intervals 
not to exceed 20,000 landings. 

Note.—Terminal fittings listed in the above 
referenced service bulletin as not requiring 
modification need not be inspected in 
accordance with the requirements of this AD. 

B. Cracked structure must be repaired 
before further flight in accordance with 
Service Bulletin 727-57-103, original issue, or 
later FAA-approved revisions. 

C. For the purpose of this AD, and when 
approved by an FAA maintenance inspector, 
the number of landings may be computed by 
dividing each airplane's time in service by 
the operator's fleet average time from takeoff 
to landing for the aircraft type. 

D. An alternate means of compliance or 
adjustment of the compliance time, which 
provides an acceptable level of safety and 
which has the concurrence of an FAA 
Principal Maintenance Inspector, may be 
used when approved by the Manager, Seattle 
Aircraft Certification Office, FAA, Northwest 
Mountain Region. 

E. Special flight permits may be issued in 
accordance with FAR 21.197 and 21.199 to 
operate airplanes to a base for the 
accomplishment of inspections and/or 
modifications required by this AD. 


All persons affected by this directive 
who have not already received the 
appropriate service documents from the 
manufacturer may obtain copies-upon 
request to the Boeing Commercial 
Airplane Company, P.O. Box-3707, 
Seattle, Washington 98124-2207. These 
documents may be examined at the 
FAA, Northwest Mountain Region, 17900 
Pacific Highway South, Seattle, 
Washington, or the Seattle Aircraft 


Certification Office, 9010 East Marginal 
Way South, Seattle, Washington. 

This supersedes AD 83-04-01, Amendment 
39-4570. 

This amendment becomes effective March 
13, 1987. 

Issued in Seattle, Washington, on January 
28, 1987. 
Wayne J. Barlow, 
Director Northwest Mountain Region. 
[FR Doc. 87-2176 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45] 
BILLING CODE 4910-13-M 


14 CFR Part 39 


[Docket No. 86-NM-172-AD; Amdt. 39- 
5546] 


Airworthiness Directives; Boeing 
Model 747 Series Airplanes 


AGENCY: Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA), DOT. 
ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: This amendment adds a new 


airworthiness directive (AD) which 
requires an inspection for cracking and 
repair or replacement, as necessary, of 
the pylon midspar attach fitting 
horizontal clevis on certain Boeing 
Model 747 airplanes. This action is 
prompted by reports of cracks and 
corrosion in fastener holes of the attach 
fitting that, if not corrected, could result 
in possible separation of the pylon and 
engine from the wing. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: March 13, 1987. 
ADDRESSES: The applicable service 
information may be obtained from the 
Boeing Commercial Airplane Company, 
P.O. Box 3707, Seattle, Washington 
98124. The information may be 
examined at the FAA, Northwest 
Mountain Region, 17900 Pacific Highway 
South, Seattle; Washington, or the 
Seattle Aircraft Certification Office, 
9010 East Marginal Way South, Seattle, 
Washington. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mr. Owen E. Schrader, Airframe Branch, 
ANM-1208; telephone (206) 431-1923. 
Mailing address: FAA, Northwest 
Mountain Region, 17900 Pacific Highway 
South, C-68966, Seattle, Washington, 
98168, 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: A 
proposal to amend Part 39 of the Federal 
Aviation Regulations to include an 
airworthiness directive to require 
inspection for cracking of the pylon 
midspar attach fitting horizontal clevis, 
and subsequent repair, if necessary, was 
published in the Federal Register on 
October 1, 1986 (51, FR 34997). The 
comment period for the proposal closed 
on November 21, 1986. 
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Interested parties have been afforded 
an opportunity to participate in the 
making of this amendment. Due 
consideration has been given to the one 
comment received. 

A comment was received from the Air 
Transport Association (ATA) of 
America of behalf of its members. The 
ATA requested that the proposed rule 
be revised to incorporate Notice of 
Status Change No. 747-54-2118 NSC 1, 
dated October 5, 1986. This Notice 
describes the inspection of the subject 
fittings on the inboard pylons without 
the removal of the engine and pylon. 
The FAA is currently evaluating this 
procedure. If acceptable, the procedure 
will be incorporated into a later service 
bulletin revision. It will not be necessary 
to revise the AD, as it currently allows 
for the use of later FAA-approved 
revisions to the service bulletin. 

Paragraph C. of the AD has been 
revised to define the appropriate 
paragraph in the service bulletin for 
terminating action. 

Paragraph D. of the AD has been 
revised by the addition of the Principal 
Maintenance Inspector in the approval 
process for requests by operators for 
alternate means of compliance or 
adjustment of the compliance time. 

These changes are essentially 
editorial and have been made strictly for 
clarification purposes. 

After careful review of the available 
data, including the comment noted 
above, the FAA has determined that air 
safety and the public interest require the 
adoption of the rule with the changes 
noted above. 

It is estimated that 160 airplanes of 
U.S. registry will be affected by this AD, 
that it will take approximately 656 
manhours per airplane to accomplish the 
required actions, and that the average 
labor cost will be $40 per manhour. 
Based on these figures, the total cost 
impact of this AD to U.S. operators is 
estimated to be $4,198,400 for the initial 
inspection cycle. 

For the reasons discussed above, the 
FAA has determined that this regulation 
is not considered to be major under 
Executive Order 12291 or significant 
under Department of Transportation 
Regulatory Policies and Procedures (44 
FR 11034; February 26, 1979); and it is 
certified under the criteria of the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act that this rule, 
will not have a significant economic 
impact on the substantial number of 
small entities because few, if any, 
Boeing Model 747 airplanes are operated 
by small entities. A final evaluation 
prepared for this action is contained in 
the regulatory docket. 
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List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 39 
Aviation safety, Aircraft. 
Adoption of the Amendment 


PART 39—[ AMENDED] 


Accordingly, pursuant to the authority 
delegated to me by the Administrator, 


the Federal Aviation Administration 
amends § 39.13 of Part 39 of the Federal 


Aviation Regulations as follows: 
1. The authority citation for Part 39 
continues to read as follows: 


Authority: 49 U.S.C. 1354(a), 1421 and 1423; 
49 U.S.C. 106(g) (Revised Pub. L. 97-449, 
January 12, 1983); and 14 CFR 11.89. 


§ 39.13 [Amended] 
2. By adding the following new 
airworthiness directive: 


Boeing: Applies to Model 727 series airplanes 
listed in Boeing Service Bulletin 
747-54-2118, dated July 25, 1986, 
certificated in any category. 

To detect cracking of engine pylon midspar 
attach fitting, accomplish the following, 
unless already accomplished: 

A. Within 5,000 flight hours after the 
effective date of this AD or prior to the 
accumulation of 20,000 flight hours, 
whichever occurs later, unless accomplished 
within the last 5,000 flight hours, and at 
intervals thereafter not to exceed 10,000 flight 
hours, perform an ultrasonic inspection for 
cracks initiating at the aft-most two fastener 
holes in both pylon midspar fittings on the 
inboard nacelle pylons on airplanes listed in 
Group 1 through 5, and on the-outboard 
nacelle pylons on airplanes listed in Group 1, 
in accordance with Boeing Service Bulletin 
747-54-2118, dated July 25, 1986, or later 
FAA-approved revisions. 

B. If cracking is found, repair prior to 
further flight in accordance with Boeing 
Service Bulletin 747-54-2118, dated July 25, 
1986, or later FAA-approved revisions. 

C. Terminating action for the requirements 
of this AD is rework or replacement of the 
pylon midspar fitting in accordance with 
Section III, paragraph E., of Boeing Service 
Bulletin 747-54-2118, dated July 25, 1986, or 
later FAA-approved revisions. 

D. An alternate means of compliance of 
adjustment of the compliance time, which 
provides an acceptable level of safety and 
which has the concurrence of an FAA 
Principal Maintenance Inspector, may be 
used when approved by the Manager, Seattle 
Aircraft Certification Office, FAA, Northwest 
Mountain Region. 

E. Special flight permits may be issued in 
accordance with FAR 21.197 and 21.199 to 
operate airplanes to a base for the 
accomplishment of inspections and/or 
modifications required by this AD. 


Note.—Compliance with this AD does not 
terminate the inspection requirements of the 
Supplemental Structural Inspection 
Document (SSID) Airworthiness Directive 84- 
21-02, Amdt. 39-4936 (49 FR 44890; November 
13, 1984), if applicable. 


All persons affected by this directive 
who have not already received the 
appropriate service document from the 
manufacturer may obtain copies upon 
request to the Boeing Commercial 
Airplane Company, P.O. Box 3707, 
Seattle, Washington, 98124-2207. This 
document may be examined at the FAA, 
Northwest Mountain Region, 17900 
Pacific Highway South, Seattle, 
Washington, or the Seattle Aircraft 
Certification Office, 9010 East Marginal 
Way South, Seattle, Washington. 


This Amendment becomes effective March 
13, 1987, 

Issue in Seattle, Washington, on January 
28, 1987. 
Wayne J. Barlow, 
Director Northwest Mountain Region. 
[FR Doc. 87-2177 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4810-13-M 


14 CFR Part 39 


[Docket No. 86-NM-190-AD; Amdt. 39- 
5539] 


Airworthiness Directives; Lockheed- 
California Company Model L-1011 
Series Airplanes, Equipped With 
Carbon Fibre Cowls 


AGENCY: Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA), DOT. 


ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: This amendment adopts a 
new airworthiness directive (AD) 
applicable to Lockheed Model L-1011 
series airplanes equipped with carbon 
fibre cowls that requires modification of 
the left rear fan cowl door support 
stowage mechanism to prevent the 
potential jamming of the throttle 
controls. This AD is prompted by nine 
reports of engine throttle control 
mechanism jamming caused by an 
unrestrained left rear fan cow! door 
support that fell among the throttle 
mechanism linkages. This condition, if 
not corrected, could result in loss of 
engine control. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: March 9, 1987. 
ADDRESSES: The applicable service 
information may be obtained from the 
Rolls-Royce PLC, P.O. Box 31, Derby DE 
2 8BJ, England, Attention: Technical 
Publications Department. This 
information may be examined at the 
FAA, Northwest Mountain Region, 17900 
Pacific Highway South, Seattle, 
Washington, or at 4344 Donald Douglas 
Drive, Long Beach, California. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mr. Roy A. McKinnon, Aerospace 
Engineer, Propulsion Branch, ANM- 
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140L, FAA, Northwest Mountain Region, 
Los Angeles Aircraft Certification 
Office, 4344 Donald Douglas Drive, Long 
Beach, California 90808; telephone (213) 
514-6327. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: A 
proposal to amend Part 39 of the Federal 
Aviation Regulations to include a new 
airworthiness directive (AD) that 
requires modifications and corrective 
actions to prevent the potential jamming 
of the throttle control, was published in 
the Federal Register on October 1, 1986 
(51 FR 34999). The proposed amendment 
applies to Lockheed Model L-1011 series 
airplanes equipped with carbon fibre 
cowls. The comment period for the 
proposal closed November 21, 1986. 

Interested persons have been afforded 
an opportunity to participate in the 
making of this amendment. Due 
consideration has been given to the one 
comment received. 


The Air Transport Association (ATA) 
of America stated that its affected 
members indicated no objection to the 
contents of the proposed rule. 

After careful review of the available 
data, including the comment noted 
above, the FAA has determined that air 
safety and the public interest require the 
adoption of the rule as proposed. 


Approximately 7 U.S. registered 
Model L-1011 series airplanes will be 
affected by this AD. It is estimated that 
it will take six manhours per nacelle to 
accomplish the required actions, that the 
average labor cost will be $40 per 
manhour, and that the cost of parts will 
be $320 for each engine modified. Based 
on these figures, the cost to modify the 
Model L~1011 airplanes is estimated to 
be $1,680 per airplane, or $11,760 for the 
affected U.S. fleet. 


For the reasons discussed above, the 
FAA has determined that this regulation 
is not considered to be major under 
Executive Order 12291 or significant 
under DOT Regulatory Policies and 
Procedures (44 FR 11034; February 26, 
1979); and it is further certified under the 
criteria of the Regulatory Flexibility Act 
that this rule will not have a significant 
economic effect on a substantial number 
of small entities because few, if any, 
Model L-1011 airplanes are operated by 
small entities. A final evaluation has 
been prepared for this regulation and 
has been placed in the docket. 


List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 39 


Aviation safety, Aircraft. 
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Adoption of the Amendment 
PART 39—[ AMENDED] 


Accordingly, pursuant to the authority 
delegated to me by the Administrator, 
the Federal Aviation Administration 
amend § 39.13 of Part.39 of the Federal 
Aviation Regulations (14 CFR 39.13) as 
follows: 

1. The authority citation for Part 39 
continues to read as follows: 


Authority: 49 U.S.C. 1354{a), 1421 and 1423; 
49 U.S.C. 106{g) (Revised, Pub. L 97-449 
January 12, 1983); and 14 CFR 11.89. 


§ 39.13 [Amended] 
2. By adding the following new 
airworthiness directive (AD): 


Lockheed-California Company: Applies to 
Lockheed Model L-1011 series airplanes 
equipped with carbon fibre cowls, 
certificated in any category. Compliance 
is required within 12 months after the 
effective date of this AD, unless already 
accomplished. 

To prevent loss of throttle control caused 
by an unstowed left rear fan cowl door 
support on carbon fibre cowls, accomplish 
the following: 

A. Modify the fan cow] support strut 
stowage mechanism in accordance with 
Rolls-Royce Service Bulletin RB211-71-8220, 
dated May 23, 1986, or later revisions 
approved by the Manager, Los Angeles 
Aircraft Certification Office, FAA, Northwest 
Mountain Region. e 

B. Alternate means of compliance which 
provides an acceptable level of safety may be 
used when approved by the Manager, Los 
Angeles Aircraft Certification Office, FAA, 
Northwest Mountain Region. 

C. Special flight permits may be issued in 
accordance with FAR 21.197 and 21.199 to 
operate airplanes to a base for the 
accomplishment of the modification required 
by this AD. 


All persons affected by this directive 
who have not already received the 
appropriate service documents from the 
manufacturer may obtain copies upon 
request to Rolls-Royce PLC, P.O. Box 31, 
Derby DE 2 8B], England, Attention: 
Technical Publication Department. 
These documents may be examined at 
the FAA, Northwest Mountain Region, 
17900 Pacific Highway South, Seattle, 
Washington, or the Los Angeles Aircraft 
Certification Office, 4344 Donald 
Douglas Drive, Long Beach, California. 

This amendment becomes effective March 
9, 1987. 

Issued in Seattle, Washington, on January 
26, 1987. 

Frederick M. Isaac, 

Acting Director Northwest Mountain Region. 
[FR Doc. 87-2179 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4910-13-M 


14 CFR Part 39 
[Docket No. 85-NM-54-AD; Amdt. 39-5536] 


Airworthiness Directives: Airbus 
Industries Model A300 B2 and B4 
Series Airplanes 


AGENCY: Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA), DOT. 


ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: This amendment adds a new 


airworthiness directive (AD), applicable 
to certain Airbus Industrie Model A300 
B2 and Bé4 series airplanes, that requires 
inspections for cracks and modification 
and repairs, as necessary. There have 
been reports of cracks in the flanges and 
in certain fastener holes in fuselage 
frame 47, which, if not detected and 
repaired, could lead to rapid 
decompression of the airplane. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: Effective March 9, 1987. 
ADDRESSES: The applicable service 
information may be obtained from 
Airbus Industrie, Airbus Support 
Division, Avenue Didier Daurat, 31700 
Blagnac, France. This information may 
be examined at the FAA, Northwest 
Mountain Region, 17900 Pacific Highway 
South, Seattle, Washington, or the 
Seattle Aircraft Certification Office, 
9010 East Marginal Way South, Seattle, 
Washington. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Ms. Judy Golder, Standardization 
Branch, ANM-113; telephone (206) 431- 
1967. Mailing address: FAA, Northwest 
Mountain Region, 17900 Pacific Highway 
South, C-68966, Seattle, Washington 
98168. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: A 
proposal to amend Part 39 of the Federal 
Aviation Regulations to include an 
airworthiness directive which requires 
inspections for cracks and modification 
and repairs, as necessary, was 
published in the Federal Register on 
August 15, 1986 (51 FR 29256). 

Interested parties have been afforded 
an opportunity to participate in the 
making of this amendment. Due 
consideration has been given to the one 
comment which was received. 

The commenter stated that two of the 
service bulletins referred to in the 
proposal have been revised, and that the 
later revision should be used because 
modification in accordance with the 
original service bulletins could result in 
oversized holes. The FAA concurs. After 
review of the revised service bulletins, 
the FAA has revised the final rule to 
reference the later revisions to the 
service bulletin. This change will not 
result in any additional burden to 
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operators, nor does it expand the scope 
of this AD. 

After careful review of the available 
data, including the comment noted 
above, the FAA has determined that air 
safety and the public interest require the 
adoption of the rule as proposed with 
the change previously noted. 

It is estimated that 34 airplanes of U.S. 
registry will be affected by this AD, that 
it will take approximately 40 manhours 
per airplane to accomplish the required 
actions, and that the average labor cost 
will be $40 per manhour. Based on these 
figures, the total cost impact of this AD 
to U.S. operators is estimated to be 
$54,400. 

For the reasons discussed above, the 
FAA has determined that this regulation 
is not considered-to be major under 
Executive Order 12291 or significant 
under DO! Regulatory Policies and 
Procedures (44 FR 11034; February 26, 
1979) and it is farther certified under the 
criteria of the Regulatory Flexibility Act 
that this rule will not have a significant 
economic effect on a substantial number 
of entities because few, if any, Model 
A300 airplanes are operated by small 
entities. A final evaluation has been 
prepared for this regulation and has 
been placed in the docket. 


List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 39 
Aviation safety, Aircraft. 
Adoption of the Amendment 


PART 39—[AMENDED] 


Accordingly, pursuant to the authority 
delegated to me by the Administrator, 
the Federal Aviation Administration 
amends § 39.13 of Part 39 of the Federal 
Aviation Regulations as follows: 

1. The authority citation for Part 39 
continues to read as follows: 


Authority: 49 U.S.C. 1354{a), 1421 and 1423; 
49 U.S.C. 106(g) (Revised Pub. L. 97-499, 
January 12, 1983); and 14 CFR 11.89. 


§ 39.13 [Amended] 


2. By adding the following new 
airworthiness directives: 

Airbus Industrie: Applies to Model A300 B2 
and Bé4 series airplanes, serial numbers 
as listed in each applicable service 
bulletin, certificated in any category. To 
prevent propagation of cracks in fuselage 
frame-47, accomplish the following 
within the time period specified in:each 
of the following paragraphs after the 
effective date of this AD, or prior to 

ing the threshold number of 


reaching 
landings indicated in each paragraph 
below, whichever eccur later, unless 
previously accomplished: 
A. For B2 Series Airplanes: 
1. Prior to the accumulation of 6,000 
landings, or within the next 300 landings after 
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the effective date of this AD, whichever 
occurs later, inspect fastener holes A and B 
of frame 47, lefthand and righthand, in 
accordance with the accomplishment 
instructions of Airbus Industrie (AI) service 
Bulletin A300-53-194, Revision 2, dated July 
8, 1985. Repair cracks in accordance with the 
service bulletin. If no cracks are found, cold 
work the holes and installl interference fit 
fasteners in accordance with the service 
bulletin. 

2. Reinspect in accordance with Al Service 
Bulletin A300-53-196, dated February 4, 1985, 
at intervals not to exceed 6,000 landings. 

3: Accomplishment of the modifications 
described in AI Service Bulletin A300-53-198, 
Revision 1, dated November 12, 1985, 
constitutes terminating action for the 
inspection requirements of paragraphs A.1. 
and A.2., above. 

B. For B2 Series Airplanes: 

1. Prior to the accumulation of 5,000 
landings, or within the next 300 landings after 
the effective date of this AD, whichever 
occurs later, inspect frame 47, lefthand and 
righthand, in accordance with the 
accomplishment instructions of Al Service 
Bulletin A300-53-193, dated March 14, 1984. 

2. If cracks are found, repair in accordance 
with the service bulletin. 

3. If no cracks are found, further 
inspections are not required. 

C. For B4 Series Airplanes: 

1. Prior to the accumulation of 7,000 
landings or within the next 1,000 landings 
after the effective date of this AD, whichever 
occurs later, inspect frame 47, lefthand and 
righthand, fastener holes in accordance with 
Al Service Bulletin A300-53-200, Revision 2, 
dated February 6, 1986. 

2. If cracks are found, repair in accordance 
with the service bulletin. 

3. If no cracks are found, reinspect at 
intervals not to exceed 2,000 landings. 

4. Accomplishment of the inspection and 
modification described in AI Service Bulletin 
A300-53-199, Revision 2; dated February 6, 
1986, constitutes terminating action for the 
inspection requirements of paragraphs C.1. 
and C.2., above. 

D. An alternate means of compliance or 
adjustment of the compliance time, which 
provides an acceptable level of safety, may 
be used when approved by the Manager, 
Standardization Branch, ANM-113, FAA, 
Northwest Mountain Region. 

E. Special flight permits may be issued in 
accordance with FAR 21.197 and 21.199 to 
operate airplanes to a base for the 
accomplishment of inspections and/or 
modifications required by this AD. 


All persons affected by this directive, 
who have not already received the 
appropriate service documents from the 
manufacturer, may obtain copies upon 
request of Airbus Industrie, Airbus 
Support Division, Avenue Didier Daurat, 
31700 Blagnac, France. These documents 
may be examined at the FAA, 
Northwest Mountain Region, 17900 
Pacific Highway South, Seattle, 
Washington, or at the Seattle Aircraft 
Certification Office, 9010 East Marginal 
Way South, Seattle, Washington. 


This Amendment becomes effective March 
9, 1987. 

Issued in Seattle, Washington, on January 
26, 1987. 


Frederick M. Issac, 

Acting Director, Northwest Mountain Region. 
[FR Doc. 87-2181 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4910-13-M 


14 CFR Part 39 
[Docket No. 86-NM-141-AD; Amdt 39-5545] 


Airworthiness Directives: McDonnell 
Douglas Model DC-10-10, -15, -30, 
~40, and KC-10A (Military) Series 
Airplanes 


AGENCY: Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA), DOT. 


ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: This amendment supersedes 


two existing airworthiness directives 
(AD) which require purging and grease 
packing of wing spar mounted and aft 
fuselage mounted fuel shutoff valves on 
McDonnell Douglas Model DC-10 and 
KC-10A (Military) series airplanes. This 
amendment requires modification, 
reidentification, and/or rotation, as 
applicable, of these fuel fire shutoff 
valves. This action is prompted by 
reports of restricted movement of 
emergency fire handles which are 
necessary. to discharge the fire agent. 
This condition, if not corrected, could 
result in loss of fuel shutoff and fire 
extinguishing capabilities. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: Effective March 13, 
1987. 

ADDRESSES: The applicable service 
information may be obtained from 
McDonnell Douglas Corporation, 3855 
Lakewood Boulevard, Long Beach, 
California 90846, Attention: Director, 
Publications and Training, C1-750 (54- 
60). This information may be examined 
at the FAA, Northwest Mountain 
Region, 17900 Pacific Highway South, 
Seattle, Washington, or at 4344 Donald 
Douglas Drive, Long Beach, California. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mr. Roy A. McKinnon, Aerospace 
Engineer, Propulsion Branch, ANM- 
140L, FAA, Northwest Mountain Region, 
Los Angeles Aircraft Certification 
Office, 4344 Donald Douglas Drive, Long 
Beach, California 90808, telephone (213) 
514-6327. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: A 
proposal to amend Part 39 of the Federal 
Aviation Regulations by superseding AD 
86-09-10, Amendment 39-5305 (51 FR 
17007) and AD 86-16-08, Amendment 
39-5375 (51 FR 27526), to require 
modification, reidentification, and/or 
rotation of certain fuel fire shutoff 


3423 


valves, was published in the Federal 
Register on September 4, 1986 (51 FR 
31647). 

Interested persons have been afforded 
an opportunity to participate in the 
making of this amendment. Due 
consideration has been given to the 
comments received. 

Three operators forwarded comments 
through the Air Transport Association 
(ATA) of America. Two of the operators 
suggested that the proposed compliance 
time of 12 months be extended to 18 
months, as delivery of required 
modification parts will necessitate a 
lead time of 6 months. The other 
operator also suggested that the 
compliance time be extended so that the 
requirements of the proposed AD could 
be accomplished at the same time as 
that of a closely related existing AD (86~ 
19-09), concerning fuel transfer valves. 
(Compliance with AD 86-19-09 is 
required by April 2, 1988.) The FAA 
concurs with both suggestions. The FAA 
has verified with the manufacturer that 
some parts required for the 
modifications may require a lead time of 
6 months for delivery. The FAA has 
determined that concurrent compliance 
with the proposed AD and with AD 86- 
19-09 is appropriate and would be cost 
effective. Therefore, the final rule has 
been revised to reflect a compliance 
time of 18 months after the effective 
date of this AD. The FAA has 
determined that this change will not 
adversely affect safety since operators 
will continue to accomplish the purging 
and inspection requirements of the 
existing AD'’s in the interim. 

After careful review of the available 
data, including the comments noted 
above, the FAA has determined that air 
safety and the public interest require the 
adoption of the following rule with the 
change noted previously. 

Approximately 180 U.S. registered 
Model DC-10 series airplanes will be 
affected by the requirements of 
paragraph A. of this AD (modification in 
accordance with McDonnell Douglas 
Service Bulletin 28-168); approximately 
86 airplanes will be affected by the 
requirements of paragraph B. 
(modification in accordance with 
McDonnell Douglas Service Bulletin 28- 
55). It is estimated that the cost of parts 
required by paragraph B. is $1100 per 
airplane. It is estimated that it will take 
5 manhours for each airplane modified 
in accordance with Service Bulletin 28- 
168 and 43 manhours per airplane 
modified in accordance with Service 
Bulletin 28-55. The average labor cost 
will be $40 per manhour. Based on these 
figures, the cost impact of this AD on 
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U.S. operators is estimated to be 
$278,520. 

For the reasons discussed above, the 
FAA has determined that this regulation 
is not considered to be major under 
Executive Order 12291 or significant 
under DOT Regulatory Policies and 
Procedures (44 FR 11034; February 26, 
1979); and it is further certified under the 
criteria of the Regulatory Flexibility Act 
that this rule will not have a significant 
economic impact on a substantial 
number of small entities because few, if 
any, Model DC-10 airplanes are 
operated by small entities. A final 
evaluation has been prepared for this 
regulation and has been placed in the 
docket. 


List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 39 
Aviation safety, Aircraft. 
Adoption of the Amendment 


PART 39—{ AMENDED] 


Accordingly, pursuant to the authority 
delegated to me by the Administrator, 
the Federal Aviation Administration 
amends § 39.13 of Part 39 of the Federal 
Aviation Regulations {14 CFR 39.13) as 
follows: 

1. The authority citation for Part 39 
continues to read as follows: 


Authority: 49 U.S.C. 1354(a), 1421 and 1423; 
49 U.S.C. 106{g) (Revised, Pub. L. 97-449, 
January 12, 1983); and 14 CFR 11.89. 


§ 39.13 [Amended] 


2. By superseding AD 86-09-10, 
Amendment 39-5305 (51 FR 17007; May 
8, 1986), and AD 86-16-08, Amendment 
39-5375 (51 FR 27526; August 1, 1986), 
with the following new airworthiness 
directive: 


McDonnell Douglas: Applies te McDonnell 
Douglas Mode] DC-10-10, -15, -30, 40, 
and KC-10A (Military) series airplanes, 
certificated in any category. To prevent 
loss of fue) shutoff and fire extinguishing 
capabilities, accomplish the following 
within the next eighteen (18) months 
after the effective date of this AD, unless 
already accomplished: 

A. Modify and reidentify engine No. 2 aft 
fueslage mounted fuel fire shutoff valve in 
accordance with the Accomplishment 
Instructions of McDonnell Douglas DC-10/ 
KC-10A Service Bulletin 28-168, dated April 
16, 1986, or later revisions approved by the 
Manager, Los Angeles Aircraft Certification 
Office, FAA, Northwest Mountain Region. 

B. Modify, reidentify, and rotate engine No. 
1 and engine No. 2 wing spar mounted fuel 
fire shutoff valves, and modify and reidentify 
engine No. 3 wing spar mounted fuel fire 
shutoff valves, in accordance with the 
Accomplishment Instructions of McDonnell 
Douglas DC-10 Service Bulletin 28-55, 
Revision 3, dated December 19, 1980, or later 
revisions approved by the Manager, Los 


Angeles Aircraft Certification Office, FAA, 
Northwest Mountain Region. 

C. An alternate means of compliance with 
this AD which provides an acceptable level 


of safety may be used when approved by the 
Manager, Los Angeles Aircraft Certification 
Office, FAA, Northwest Mountain Region. 

D. Special flight permits may be issued in 
accordance with FAR 21.197 and 21.199 to 
operate the airplane to a base for 
accomplishment of the requirements of this 
AD. 


All persons affected by this directive 
who have not already received the 
appropriate service documents from the 
manufacturer may obtain copies upon 
request to McDonnell Douglas 
Corporation, 3855 Lakewood Boulevard, 
Long Beach, California 90846, Attention: 
Director, Publications and Training, C1- 
750 (54-60). These documents may be 
examined at the FAA, Northwest 
Mountain Region, 17900 Pacific Highway 
South, Seattle, Washington, or the Los 
Angeles Aircraft Certification Office, 
4344 Donald Douglas Drive, Long Beach, 
California. 

This supersedes AD 86-09-10, 
Amendment 39-5305, and AD 86-16-08, 
Amendment 39-5375. 

This Amendment becomes effective March 
13, 1987. 

Issued in Seattle, Washington, on January 
28, 1987. 

Frederick M. Isaac, 

Acting Director, Northwest Mountain Region. 
[FR Doc. 87-2175 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4910-13-M 


14 CFR Part 39 


[Docket No. 86-NM-136-AD; Amdt. 39- 
5537] 


Airworthiness Directives: McDonnell 
Douglas Mode! DC-9-80 (MD-80) 
Series Airplanes Equipped With Pratt 
and Whitney (P&W) JT8D-209, -217, or 
-217A Engines 


AGENCY: Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA), DOT. 


ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: This amendment adopts a 
new airworthiness directive (AD) that 
requires engine and airplane 
performance limitations on McDonnell 
Douglas Model DC-9-80 series airplanes 
equipped with Pratt and Whitney (P&W) 
JT8D-209, -217, or -217A engines. 

This amendment is prompted by FAA 
findings that a flutter condition exists in 
the low pressure compressor (LPC) 5th 
stage rotor blades within the engine 
operating envelope and below the LPC 
(N:) rotor speed redline limit. This AD is 
necessary to maintain an acceptable 
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level of safety until modified blades are 
installed. 


DATE: Effective March 9, 1987. 

Compliance schedule as presented in 
the body of the AD, unless already 
accomplished 
ADDRESSES: The applicable service 
information may be ebtained from 
McDonnell Douglas Corporation, 3855 
Lakewood Boulevard, Long Beach, 
California 90846, Attention: Director, 
Publications and Training, C1-750 (54- 
60). This information may be examined 
at the FAA, Northwest Mountain 
Region, 17900 Pacific Highway South, 
Seattle, Washington, or 4344 Donald 
Douglas Drive, Long Beach, California 
90808. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mr. Stephen Kolb, Supervisory 
Aerospace Engineer, Propulsion Branch, 
ANM-140L, FAA, Northwest Mountain 
Region, Los Angeles Aircraft 
Certification Office, 4344 Donald 
Douglas Drive, Long Beach, California 
90808; telephone (213) 514-6327. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: During 
certification testing on three P& W JT8D- 
219 engines, fifth stage compressor 
blades failed at maximum power. One 
failure caused compressor stalls and 
partial loss of thrust. The FAA New 
England Engine Certification Office 
findings confirmed that the blade 
failures were caused by flutter, which 
necessitated a blade redesign to 
successfully pass the certification 
standards. Follow-on testing by PkW 
also confirmed that the blade flutter 
problem exists in the earlier P&W JT8D- 
209, -217, and -217A series engines in 
certain environments. The FAA New 
England Region is presently considering 
a proposal to mandate blade 
replacement in these engines. In the 
interim, this AD requires engine and 
airplane performance limitations to 
minimize the potential for engine failure 
from blade flutter, as described above. 

A proposal to amend Part 39 of the 
Federal Aviation Regulations to include 
an airworthiness directive which 
requires engine and airplane 
performance limitations on certain 
McDonnell Douglas Model DC-9-80 
airplanes, was published in the Federal 
Register on June 23, 1986 (51 FR 22822). 

Interested persons have been afforded 
an opportunity to participate in the 
making of this amendment. Due 
consideration has been given to the 
comments received. 

Several commenters replied with 
requests for a public meeting to discuss 
the issues. Accordingly, a Notice of 
Public Technical Conference was 
published in the Federal Register on 





Federal Register / Vol. 52, No. 23 / Wednesday, February 4, 1987 / Rules and Regulations 


August 22, 1986 (51 FR 30073). The 
meeting was held September 4, 1986, in 
Long Beach, California. 

Attendees at the Public Technical 
Conference included representatives 
from seven domestic operators, six 
foreign operators, the engine and 
airplane manufacturers, a blade repair 
organization, the Airline Pilot's 
Association (ALPA), the Air Transport 
Association {ATA) of America, and the 
FAA (Northwest Mountain and New 
England Regions). Following the 
meeting, additional written comments 
were received from the engine and 
airplane manufacturers and the ATA. 

The written and verbal comments 
received are reviewed below in the 
same sequence by section or paragraph 
as presented in the Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking (NPRM). 

Discussion section of NPRM: Several 
operators and the ATA commented that 
the stated cost impact of the proposed 
rule omits the costs involved in 
implementing the performance 
limitations. The FAA concurs; these 
costs were intentionally omitted since 
the FAA is unable to determine how 
each operator would change its 
operations for compliance with the 
proposed rule. The economic impact 
analysis paragraph has been revised to 
clarify that these costs are not included 
in the estimated cost impact of the AD. 

Paragraph A.1.a.: All operators in the 
meeting expressed strong objections to 
the restriction on Automatic Reserve 
Thrust System (ARTS) operation, stating 
that it would be a severe economic 
penalty with no safety benefits. Also, 
the engine manufacturer discourages the 
use of power settings above normal 
ratings because of increased engine 
deterioration and additional shaft life 
limitations imposed when using the 
engines’ takeoff maximum rating. All 
operators, engine, and airplane 
manufacturers requested that the use of 
ARTS with appropriate limitations 
should be allowed as presented in 
McDonnell Douglas’ Airplane Flight 
Manual (AFM) Appendix 10. The FAA 
has considered this information and has 
determined that the use of (ARTS-ON) 
normal takeoff ratings with appropriate 
engine power and airplane weight 
limitations provides an acceptable level 
of safety. Therefore, the final rule has 
been revised to permit the optional 
procedure contained in Appendix 10, 
allowing takeoff with ARTS armed. 

Paragraph A.1.b.: Several operators 
questioned why the FAA proposed more 
severe Engine Pressure Ratio (EPR) 
reductions than those included in 
Appendix 10. These operators also 
objected to the use of the overly 
conservative AFM Appendix I for 


weight limitations. The operators and 
the airplane manufacturer stated that 
the MD-80 has been in service over six 
years with no 5th stage blade flutter 
failures. P&W presented additional 
information, both orally and in writing, 
showing the additional conservatism 
that is built into the P&W-defined 5th 
stage blade flutter boundary. P&W, 
Douglas, and all operators at the 
meeting stated that operation in 
accordance with Appendix 10 assures 
an adequate margin of safety to prevent 
blade flutter failures. until the blades are 
replaced. Several of the operators at the 
meeting stated they are currently 
operating under the procedures 
described in Appendix 10. The FAA has 
completed its review of the additional 
information presented by P&W and 
agrees that operation in accordance 
with Appendix 10 does provide an 
adequate margin of safety to prevent 
blade flutter if the EPR restrictions are 
adhered to. The NPRM included an 
extra 65 rpm N; speed margin above that 
recommended in Appendix 10 to 
compensate for EPR system inaccuracy 
and momentary EPR overshoots that 
may occur during takeoff. The extra 
conservatism of Appendix 10, 
demonstrated to the FAA by P&W, 
relieves that concern. Therefore, the 
final rule has been revised to require 
accomplishment of these procedures in 
accordance with Appendix 10. Since 
Appendix 10 includes the appropriate 
weight limitations, reference to 
Appendix I is not necessary and has 
been deleted from the final rule. 

Paragraph A.1.c.: Several operators 
stated the restrictions for go-around 
were not required, for the same reasons 
as mentioned above with respect to 
paragraph A.1.b. Also, the operators and 
the airplane and engine manufacturers 
stated that power and weight 
restrictions are not needed, as shown by 
McDonnell Douglas analysis and 
Appendix 10. These restrictions were 
included in the NPRM to provide 
additional margin for EPR system 
accuracy and power overshoots during 
go-around. The FAA has reconsidered 
this information and agrees that the 
extra conservatism built in by P&W 
relieves the previous safety concerns. 
Therefore, the requirements of 
paragraph A.1.c. have been deleted. 

Paragraph A.2.: Several operators 
requested that the Master Minimum 
Equipment List (MMEL) remain 
unchanged. They stated that a cross 
check of takeoff throttle position to EPR, 
and EPR/N; relationships, can detect 
unusual operating parameters before 
flight. One-operator stated that only the 
digital portion of the EPR gauge needs to 
be operational to properly set power. 
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Most operators in the meeting stated 
that the proposed changes to the MMEL 
restrict operational flexibility 
unnecessarily. Since EPR is the primary 
control to set power and prevent 
exclusions into the flutter boundary, the 
FAA has determined that the analeg 
portion of the EPR gauge is required to 
show the rate of increase in power as 
the takeoff setting is approached. Also, 
the maximum limit chevron with an 
operational analog pointer helps to 
prevent power overshoots into the 
flutter boundary. For the above reasons, 
the FAA disagrees with the operators’ 
request for relief with respect to the EPR 
Indication System and the final rule 
requires the change to the MMEL as 
proposed. However, with respect to the 
N, tachometer system, the FAA agrees 
that a cross-check of throttle position to 
EPR on both engines to one engine with 
an operational N; gauge can detect 
unusual operating parameters. Also, 
since the relationship between EPR and 
N; is consistent on these engines, 
adequate information will be provided 
to the flight crew for determination of 
margin to the flutter boundary. 
Therefore, the revision to the MMEL 
relating to the N: tachometer system has 
been deleted from the final rule. 
Paragraph A.3.: All operators objected 
to establishing N; Rotor Flutter Speed 
Limits for takeoff and go-around, other 
than the takeoff N; limits contained in 
Appendix 10. They stated that 
controlling of EPR settings will give 
assurance of adequate flutter margin. 
Most of the operators preferred 
Appendix 10’s method of providing N; 
takeoff rotor speed limits to the flight 
crew. Several operators in the meeting 
stated that the N; limits in Appendix 10 
are used as a cross-check during takeoff, 
and that it would be inadvisable to 
require establishment of N, limits for go- 
around because, cockpit workload 
would be impacted. The FAA agrees 
that Appendix 10’s method of providing 
N; limits for takeoff is acceptable. 
Information presented by P&W has 
shown that it is unlikely for both engines 
to fail even if operated at full thrust 
lever travel during go-around; this is due 
to differences in engine builds and the 
effect of engine deterioration that 
improves margin to flutter. In addition, 
the need to operate engines at full thrust 
level travel is unlikely. Since the final 
rule does not impose EPR limitations for 
go-around power, the use of auto 
throttles is allowed for approach. FAA- 
witnessed flight tests have shown that 
power overshoots are rare with auto 
throttles engaged. Likewise, for the 
engine-out case, it is considered unlikely 
that the remaining engine would have an 
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EPR malfunction resulting in an 
overboost during go-around. Therefore, 
the FAA agrees that N; limits are not 
required for go-around and the final rule 
has been revised to be consistent with 
Appendix 10 on this point. 

Paragraph B.: All operators and the 
ATA strongly objected to the proposed 
requirement of a placard on the 
instrument panel. The operators in the 
meeting described various methods for 
controlling intermixed fleets and 
notifying their flight crews of special 
limits. They stated that the proposed 
placard puts too much emphasis on 
monitoring Ni, versus close monitoring 
of EPR, and that this also adversely 
impacts cockpit crew workload. Several 
operators stated that the contents of 
Appendix 10 make the pilot aware of the 
N; limits for takeoff. The FAA has 
considered this information and has 
determined that, because the necessary 
N; limitations are contained in 
Appendix 10 of the AFM, and the pilot is 
required to determine N; limitations 
prior to takeoff, a placard is not 
necessary. Accordingly, the final rule 
has been revised to delete the 
requirement for a placard. 

After careful review of the available 
data, including the comments noted 
above, the FAA has determined that air 
safety and the public interest require the 
adoption of the rule as proposed, with 
the changes previously noted. 

It is estimated that 271 airplanes of 
U.S. registry will be affected by this AD, 
that it will take approximately 4 
manhours per airplane to accomplish the 
required action, and that the average 
labor cost will be $40 per manhour. 
Based on these figures, the total cost 
impact of the AD on U.S. operators is 
estimated to be $43,360. The FAA is 
unable to determine the cost impact of 
power and weight restrictions to the 
operators resulting from this AD. 

For the reasons discussed above, the 
FAA has determined that this regulation 
is not considered to be major under 
Executive Order 12291 or significant 
under DOT Regulatory Policies and 
Procedures (44 FR 11034; February 26, 
1979); and it is further certified under the 
criteria of the Regulatory Flexibility Act 
that this rule will not have a significant 
economic effect on a substantial number 
of small entities, because few, if any, 
Model DC-9-80 (MD-80) series 
airplanes are operated by small entities. 
A final evaluation has been prepared for 
this regulation and has been placed in 
the docket. 


List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 39 


Aviation safety, Aircraft. 


Adoption of the Amendment . 


PART 39—[ AMENDED] 


Accordingly, pursuant to the authority 
delegated to me by the Administrator, 
the Federal Aviation Administration 
amends § 39.13 of Part 39 of the Federal 
Aviation Regulations (14 CFR 39.13) as 
follows: 


» 1. The authority citation for Part 39 
continues to read as follows: 


Authority: 49 U.S.C. 1354{a), 1421 and 1423; 
49 U.S.C. 106{g) (Revised, Pub. L. 97-449, 
January 12, 1983); and 14 CFR 11.89. 


§ 39.13 [Amended] 


2. By adding the following new 
airworthiness directive: 


McDonnell Douglas: Applies to McDonnell 
Douglas DC-9-80 (MD-80) series 
airplanes, certificated in any category, 
equipped with Pratt and Whitney (P&W) 
JT8D-209, -217, or -217A engines, listed 
in P&W Service Bulletin (S/B) 5618, dated 
November 26, 1985. Compliance required 
as indicated, unless previously 
accomplished. 


To prevent 5th stage compressor blade 
failure from flutter and the possibility of 
engine power loss, accomplish the following 
within 30 calendar days after the effective 
date of this airworthiness directive: 

A. Revise the McDonnell Douglas DC-9-80 
FAA approved Airplane Flight Manual (AFM) 
Report MDC-J8480 (English) or MDC-J8480M 
(Metric) to add the following: 


Section 1—Limitations 


1. The engine and airplane performance 
limitations presented in the AFM Report 
MDC-J8480, Appendix 10, FAA-approved 
November 26, 1986, or later FAA-approved 
revisions, must be observed. 


2. The Engine Pressure Ratio (EPR) 
Indicating System for each engine must have 
the pointer, digital counter, and maximum 
limit chevron operative prior to takeoff. 


Note.—The McDonnell Douglas DC-9 
Master Minimum Equipment List (MMEL) 
Revision #21, dated November 1, 1984, and 
subsequent revisions, Page 77-1, Item 77-1, 
Engine Pressure Ratio Indicating System 
(with Pointer and Digital Counter) (Series 80) 
and Maximum Limit Chevrons (Series 80) is 
affected by the above AFM Limitations, 
which take precedence over the MMEL. 


B. Terminating action for this AD is the 
installation of the modified blades P/N 
804505 in accordance with P&W Service 
Bulletin (S/B) 5618, dated November 26, 1985, 
or later FAA-approved revisions, or other 
equivalent FAA-approved 5th stage blades. 

C. A copy of this AD inserted in the FAA 
approved AFM may be considered as an 
acceptable means of compliance with the 
required AFM revisions. 

D. Special flight permits may be issued in 
accordance with FAR 21.197 and 21.199 to 
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operate airplanes to a base in order to 
comply with the requirements of this AD. 

E. Alternate means of compliance which 
provide an acceptable level of safety may be 
used when approved by the Manager, Los 
Angeles Aircraft Certification Office, FAA, 
Northwest Mountain Region. 


All persons affected by this directive 
who have not already received the 
appropriate service documents from the 
manufacturer may obtain copies upon 
request to McDonnell Douglas 
Corporation, 3855 Lakewood Boulevard, 
Long Beach, California 90846, Attention: 
Director, Publications and Training, C1- 
750 (54-60). These documents may be 
examined at FAA, Northwest Mountain 
Region, 17900 Pacific Highway South, 
Seattle, Washington, or at 4344 Donald 
Douglas Drive, Long Beach, California 
90808. 


This amendment becomes effective March 
9, 1987. 

Issued in Seattle, Washington, on January 
26, 1987. 
Frederick M. Isaac, 
Acting Director, Northwest Mountain Region. 
[FR Doc. 87-2182 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4910-13-M 


14 CFR Part 97 
[Docket No. 25178; Amdt. No. 1339] 


Standard Instrument Approach 
Procedures; Miscellaneous 
Amendments 


AGENCY: Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA), DOT. 


ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: This amendment establishes, 
amends, suspends, or revokes Standard 
Instrument Approach Procedures 
(SIAPs) for operations at certain 
airports. These regulatory actions are 
needed because of the adoption of new 
revised criteria, or because of changes 
occurring in the National Airspace 
System, such as the commissioning of 
new navigational facilities, addition of 
new obstacles, or changes in air traffic 
requirements. These changes are 
designed to provide safe and efficient 
use of the navigable airspace and to 
promote safe flight operations under 
instrument flight rules at the affected 
airports. 


DATES: Effective: An effective date for 
each SIAP is specified in the 
amendatory provisions. 

Incorporation by reference—approved 
by the Director of the Federal Register 
on December 31, 1980, and reapproved 
as of January 1, 1982. 
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ADDRESSES: Availability of matters 
incorporated by reference in the 
amendment is as follows: 


For Examination— : 


1. FAA Rules Docket, FAA 
Headquarters Building, 800 
Independence Avenue, SW., 
Washington, DC 20591; 

2, The FAA Regional Office of the 
region in which the affected airport is 
located; or 

3. The Flight Inspection Field Office 
which originated the SIAP. 


For Purchase—- 


Individual SIAP copies may be 
obtained from: 

1. FAA Public Inquiry Center (APA- 
430), FAA Headquarters Building, 800 
Independence Avenue, SW., 
Washington, DC 20591; or 
2. The FAA Regional Office of the region 
in which the affected airport is located. 
By Subscription— 

Copies of all SIAPs, mailed once 
every 2 weeks, are for sale by the 
Superintendent of Documents, U.S. 
Government Printing Office, 
Washington, DC 20402. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Donald K. Funai, Flight Procedures 
Standard Branch (AFS-230), Air 
Trensportation Division, Office of Flight 
Standards, Federal Aviation 
Administration, 800 Independence 
Avenue, SW., Washington, DC 20591; 
telephone (202) 426-8277. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This 
amendment to Part 97 of the Federal 
Aviation Regulations (14 CFR Part 97) 
prescribes new, amended, suspended, or 
revoked Standard Instrument Approach 
Procedures (SIAPs). The complete 
regulatory description of each SIAP is 
contained in official FAA form 

- documents which are incorporated by 
reference in this amendment under 5 
U.S.C. 552(a), 1 CFR Part 51; and § 97.20 
of the Federal Aviation Regulations 
(FARs). The applicable FAA Forms are 
identified as FAA Forms 8260-3, 8260-4, 
and 8260-5. Materials incorporated by 
reference are available for examination 
or purchase as stated above. 

The large number of SIAPs, their 
complex nature, and the need for a 
special format make their verbatim 
publication in the Federal Register 
expensive and impractical. Further, 
airmen do not use the regulatory text of 
the SIAPs, but refer to their graphic 
depiction on charts printed by 
publishers of aeronautical materials. 
Thus, the advantages of incorporation 
by reference are realized. and 
publication of the complete description 


of each SIAP contained in FAA form 
document is unnecessary. The 
provisions of this amendment state the 
affected CFR (and FAR) sections, with 
the types and effective dates of the 
SIAPs. This amendment also identifies 
the airport, its location, the procedure 
identification and the amendment 
number. 

This amendment to Part 97 is effective 
on the date of publication and contains 
separate SIAPs which have compliance 
dates stated as efective dates based on 
related changes in the National 
Airspace System or the application of 
new or revised criteria. Some SIAP 
amendments may have been previously 
issued by the FAA in a National Flight 
Data Center (FDC) Notice to Airmen 
(NOTAM) as an emergency action of 
immediate flight safety relating directly 
to published aeronautical charts. The 
circumstances which created the need 
for some SIAP amendments may require 
making them effective in less than 30 
days. For the remaining SIAPs, an 
effective date at least 30:days after 
publication is provided. 

Further, the SIAPs contained in this 
amendment are based on the criteria 
contained in the U.S. Standard for 
Terminal Instrument Approach 
Procedures (TERPs). In developing these 
SIAPs, the TERPS criteria were applied 
to the conditions existing or anticipated 
at the affected airports. Because of the 
close and immediate relationship 
between these SIAPs and safety in air 
commerce, I find that notice and public 
procedure before adopting these SIAPs 
is unnecessary, impracticable, and 
contrary to the public interest and, 
where applicable, that good cause exists 
for making some SIAPs effective in less 
than 30 days. 

The FAA has determined that this 
regulation only involves an established 
body of technical regulations for which 
frequent and routine amendments are 
necessary to keep them operationally 
current. It, therefore—(1} is not a “major 
rule” under Executive Order 12291; (2) is 
not a “significant rule” under DOT 
Regulatory Policies and Procedures (44 
FR 11034; February 26, 1979); and (3) 
does not warrant preparation of a 
regulatory evaluation as the anticipated 
impact is so minimal. For the same 
reason, the FAA certifies that this 
amendment will not have a significant 
economic impact on a substantial 
number of small entities under the 
criteria of the Regulatory Flexibility Act. 


List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 97 


Approaches, Standard instrument, 
Incorporation by reference. 


BEST COPY AVAILABLE 


3427 


Issued in Washington, DC on January 23, 
1987. 
John S. Kern, 
Director of Flight Standards. 


Adoption of the Amendment 
PART 97—[ AMENDED] 


Accordingly, pursuant to the authority 
delegated to me, Part 97 of the Federal 
Aviation Regulations (14 CFR Part 97) is 
amended by establishing, amending, 
suspending, or revoking Standard 
Instrument Approach Procedures, 
effective at 0901 G.M.T. on the dates 
specified, as follows: 

1. The authority citation for Part 97 
continues to read as follows: 


Authority: 49 U.S.C. 1348, 1354(a), 1421, and 
1510; 49 U.S.C. 106(g) (revised, Publ L. 97-449, 
January 12, 1983; and 14 CFR 11.49(b)(2)). 


§§ 97.23, 97.25, 97.27, 97.29, 97.31, 97.33 and 
97.35 [Amended] 


By amending; § 97.23 VOR, VOR/ 
DME, VOR or TACAN, and VOR/DME 
or TACAN; § 97.25 LOC, LOC/DME, 
LDA, LDA/DME, SDF, SDF /DME; 

§ 97.27 NDB, NDB/DME; § 97.29 ILS, 
ILS/DME, ISMLS, MLS, MLS/DME, 
MLS/RNAV; § 97.31 RADAR SIAPs; 
§ 97.33 RNAV SIAPs; and § 97.35 
COPTER SIAPs, identified as follows: 


.. . Effective April 9, 1987 


Montague, CA—Siskiyou County, VOR-B, 
Amdt. 5, CANCELLED 

Detroit, MI—Detroit Metropolitan Wayne 
County, ILS.RWY 3L, Amdt. 10 

Detroit, MI—Detroit Metropolitan Wayne 
County, ILS RWY 3R, Amdt. 9 

Detroit, MI—Detroit Metropolitan Wayne 
County, ILS RWY 21R, Amdt. 22 

Detroit, MI—Detroit Metropolitan Wayne 
County, RADAR-1, Amdt. 17 

Detroit, MI—Detroit Metropolitan Wayne 
County, VOR RWY 9, Amdt. 12 

Detroit, MI—Detroit Metropolitan Wayne 
County, NDB RWY 3L, Amdt. 8 

Detroit, MI—Detroit Metropolitan Wayne 
County, NDB RWY 3C, Amdt. 9 

Detroit, MI—Detroit Metropolitan Wayne 
County, RNAV RWY 21R, Amdt. 1 


. . . Effective March 12, 1987 


Jesup, GA—Jesup-Wayne County, NDB RWY 
10, Orig. 

Jesup, GA—Jesup-Wayne County, NDB RWY 
10, Amdt. 4, CANCELLED 

Atlanta, GA—DeKalb-Peachtree, NDB RWY 
9, Orig., CANCELLED 

Atlanta, GA—DeKalb-Peachtree, NDB RWY 
27, Amdt. 1, CANCELLED 

Brunswick, GA—Glynco Jetport, NDB RWY 7, 
Amdt. 8 

Brunswick, GA—Glynco Jetport, ILS RWY 7, 
Amdt. 6 

Cochran, GA—Cochran, VOR/DME RWY 5, 
Amdt. 5 

Valparaiso, IN—Porter County Muni, NDB 
RWY 27, Amdt. 5 
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Valparaiso; IN—Porter County Muni, ILS 
RWY 27, Amdt. 1 

Valparaiso, IN—Porter County Muni, RNAV 
RWY 9, Amdt. 2 

Teterboro, NJ—Teterboro, VOR/DME-A, 
Amdt. 1 

Cheveland, OH—Burke Lakefront, LOC RWY 
24R, Amdt. 7 

Cleveland, OH—Burke Lakefront, NDB RWY 
24R, Amdt. 6 

Camden, SC—Woodward Field, VOR/DME- 
A, Amdt. 2 

Orangeburg, SC—Orangeburg Muni, NDB 
RWY 4, Orig. 

Oneida, TN—Scott Muni, SDF RWY 23, 
Amdi. 2 

Oneida, TN—Scott Muni, NDB RWY 23, 
Amdt. 2 

Highgate, VT—Franklin County State, VOR- 
B Amdt. 1 


. . . Effective February 12, 1987 

Atlanta, GA—KeKalb-Peachtree, VOR/DME 
RWY 20L, Orig 

Atlanta, GA—DeKalb-Peachtree, VOR/DME 
RWY 27, Orig 

Bar Harbor, ME—Hancock County-Bar 
Harbor, LOC/DME BC RWY 4, Orig. 

Bar Harbor, ME—Hancock County-Bar 
Harbor, ILS RWY 22, Amdt. 2 

Atlantic City, NJ—Atlantic City International, 
ILS RWY 13, Amdt. 3 

Cedar City, UT—Cedar City Muni, VOR 
RWY 20, Amdt. 3 

Cedar City, UT—Cedar City Muni, ILS RWY 
20, Orig. 


. . » Effective January 15, 1987 

Lexington, NE—Lexington Muni, VOR RWY 
14, Amdt. 1 

Butler, PA—Butler County, ILS RWY 8, Amdt. 
3 

. . . Effective December 30, 1986 

Oakdale, CA—Oakdale, VOR RWY 10, 
Amdt. 5 

{FR Doc. 87-2173 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 4910-13-M 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
25 CFR Part 38 


Education Personnel; Information 
Collections 


AGENCY: Bureau of Indian Affairs, 
Interior. 


ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: The Bureau is amending its 
program regulations by publishing the 
statements concerning information 
collection requirements required by the 
Office of Management and Budget. This 
technical amendment is being done to 
conform with 5 CFR Part 1320 by 
codifying such statements as part of its 
rules. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: March 6, 1987. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Ms. Farrell LeGard, Personnel 
Management Specialist, Office of Indian 
Education Programs, Room 3515 Interior, 
18th and E Street, NW., Washington, DC 
20245 (Telephone number (202) 343- 
8657). 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Paperwork Reduction Act (April 1, 1981) 
gave the Office of Management and 
Budget approval authority over agency 
collections of information from the 
public. The Office of Management and 
Budget requires that an agency that has 
collections of information contained in 
its regulations must publish approved 
OMB control numbers for such 
collections in the Federal Register to 
ensure that this information is available 
to the public and that it is included in 
the Code of Federal Regulations. 

This technical amendment includes 
only OMB control numbers for 
information collection requirements in 
25 CFR Part 38. 

Because the only amendment made to 
Part 38 in this rule is notification of an 
information collection requirement 
already adopted through the procedures 
provided by the Paperwork Reduction 
Act, public comment on the rule is 
determined to be unnecessary. 5 U.S.C. 
553(b)(B). 


List of Subjects in 25 CFR Part 38 


Indians—education, Teachers, 
Administrators. 

Accordingly, Part 38 of Title 25 of the 
Code of Federal Regulations is amended 
as set forth below: 


PART 38—EDUCATION PERSONNEL 


1. The authority citation for Part 38 
continues to read as follows: 

Authority: Secs. 1131 and 1135 of the Act of 
November 1, 1978 (92 Stat. 2322 and 2327, 25 
U.S.C. 2011 and 2015). 


2. Anew § 38.14 is added to read as 
follows: 


§38.14 Information collection. 


The information collection 
requirements contained in Part 38, 
§ 38.4 use Standard Form 171 for 
collection, and have been approved by 
OMB pursuant to 44 U.S.C. 3507 and 
assigned approval number 3206-0012. 
The sponsoring agency for the Standard 
Form 171 is the Office of Personnel 
Management. The information is being 
collected to determine eligibility for 
employment. The information will be 
used to rate the qualifications of 
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applicants for employment. Response is 
mandatory for employment 

Henrietta Whiteman, 

Deputy to the Assistant Secretary/Director— 
Indian Affairs (Indian Education Programs). 
[FR Doc. 87-2206 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4310-02-M 


DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
Bureau of Prisons 
28 CFR Part 551 


Control, Custody, Care, Treatment and 
Instruction of Inmates Birth Control, 
Pregnancy, Child Placement, and 
Abortion; Correction 


AGENCY: Bureau of Prisons, Justice. 
ACTION: Notice of Correction. 


summanry: This notice amends the public 
comment date for the Bureau's interim 
rule on Birth Control, Pregnancy, Child 
Placement, and Abortion, previously 
published in the Federal Register 
December 30, 1986 (at 51 FR 47178 et 
seq.). The public comment date is 
extended from January 30, 1987 to 
February 14, 1987. 
DATE: Comments on the Interim Rule are 
now due on or before February 14, 1987. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Hank Jacob, Office of General Counsel, 
Bureau of Prisons, phone 202/272-6874. 
Dated: January 29, 1987. 


_Norman A. Carlson, 


Director, Bureau of Prisons. 
[FR Doc. 87-2186 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4410-05-M 


VETERANS ADMINISTRATION 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 


38 CFR Part 21 


Veterans Education; End of Flight 
Training in VEAP (Post-Vietnam Era 
Veterans Educational Assistance 
Program) 


AGENCY: Veterans Administration and 
Department of Defense. 


ACTION: Final regulations. 


SUMMARY: The Omnibus Budget 
Reconciliation Act of 1981 provided that 
people eligible for educational 

assistance under VEAP (Post-Vietnam 
Era Veterans Educational Assistance 
Program) could not enroll in flight 
training for the first time after 

September 30, 1981. Those people who 
enrolled in flight training during , 
September 1981 could receive a 
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educational assistance only during that 
month. A person who enrolled in flight 
training before September 1, 1981, could 
receive educational assistance only if 
the continuity of his or her enrollment 
was not broken. Es 

No one received educational 
assistance for flight training under 
VEAP during fiscal years 1985 and 1986. 
Consequently, the continuity of 
everyone's enrollment has been broken. 
Educational assistance may no longer be 
paid for flight training under VEAP. All 
references to flight training under VEAP 
have been eliminated from these final 
regulations. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: January 1, 1987. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
June C. Schaeffer (225), Assistant 
Director for Education Policy and 
Program Administration, Vocational 
Rehabilitation and Education Service, 
Department of Veterans Benefits, 
Veterans Administration, 810 Vermont 
Avenue NW., Washington, DC 20420 
(202) 233-2092. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
pages 26913 and 26914 of the Federal 
Register of July 28, 1986, there was 
published a notice to amend Part 21 to 
eliminate all references to flight training 
under VEAP. Interested people were 
given 30 days to submit comments, 
suggestions or objections. The Veterans 
Administration (VA) and the 
Department of Defense received two 
letters with comments. * 

One letter was from a university 
official. The other was from an official 
of an educational organization. Both 
letter writers indicated that they had no 
objections to the regulations. 
Accordingly, the VA and the 
Department of Defense are making the 
regulations final. 

The VA and the Department of 
Defense have determined that these 
final regulations do not contain a major 
rule as that term is defined by E.O. 
12291, entitled Federal Regulation. The 
regulations will not have a $100 million 
annual effect on the economy, and they 
will not cause a major increase in costs 
or prices for anyone. They will have no 
significant adverse effects on 
competition, employment, investment, 
productivity, innovation, or on the 
ability of United States-based 
enterprises to compete with foreign- 
based enterprises in domestic or export 
markets. 

The Administrator of Veterans Affairs 
and the Secretary of Defense have 
certified that these final regulations will 
not have a significant economic impact 
on a substantial number of small entities 


as they are defined in the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act (RFA), 5 U.S.C. 601-612. 
Pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 605(b), the final 
regulations, therefore, are exempt from 
the initial and final regulatory analyses 
requirements of section 603 and 604. 

This certification can be made 
because this change results from a 
requirement of the law. Any effect on 
small entities results directly from the 
law, and and not from the final 
regulations. 

The Catalog of Federal Domestic 
Assistance number for the program 
effected by these final regulations is 
64.117. 

List of Subjects in 38 CFR Part 21 

Civil rights, Claims, Education, Grant 
programs-education, Loan programs- 
education, Reporting and recordkeeping 
requirements, Schools, Veterans, 
Vocational education, Vocational 
rehabilitation. 

Approved: December 1, 1986. 

By direction of the Administrator. 
Thomas E. Harvey, 

Deputy Administrator. 
Approved: December 23, 1986. 
A. Lukeman, 
Major General USMC, Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of Defense. 

38 CFR Part 21, Vocational 
Rehabilitation and Education, is 
amended as follows: 


_ PART 21—[AMENDED] 


§ 21.5021 [Amended] 

1. In § 21.5021, paragraph (j)(3) is 
removed. 

2. In § 21.5072, the introductory 
portion of paragraph (a)(1) and 
paragraph (c) are revised to read as 
follows: 


§ 21.5072 Entitlement Change. * * * 

(a) Residence training. (1) A charge 
against the period of entitlement for a 
program other than one leading to a 
secondary school diploma or an 
equivalency certificate where the 
monthly rate is based on the individual’s 
tuition and fees will be made as follows: 
(38 U.S.C. 1631) 

* * * * * 

(c) Correspondence training courses. 
(1) A charge against the period of 
entitlement for a program consisting 
exclusively of correspondence training 
will be made on the basis of 1 month for 
each sum of money paid equivalent to 
the dollar value of a month of 
entitlement as determined under 
§ 21.5138(a)(2)(viii), which is paid to the 
individual as an educational assistance 
allowance for this training. When 
computation results in a period of time 
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other than a full month, the charge will 
be prorated. 

(2) If the individual is contributing to 
the fund at the same time that benefits 
are being used or subsequently 
contributes a sum or sums, the 
entitlement charges will not be 
recomputed. Thus, if the monthly rate 
arrived at by applying the formula is 
determined to be $150 at the time a 
benefit program for correspondence 
training is computed, the individual will 
be charged 1 month of entitlement for 
each $150 paid. If a different monthly 
rate is computed at the time of a 
subsequent payment for such training, 
no adjustment will be made in the 
entitlement charged for the previous 
payment(s) even though the value of 
each month’s entitlement may vary from 
payment to payment. (38 U.S.C. 1631(c); 
Pub. L. 94-502) 

3. In § 21.5132, paragraph (a) is 
revised to read as follows: 


§ 21.5132 Criteria used in determining 
benefit payments. 

(a) Training time. The amount of 
benefit payment to an individual in all 
types of training except correspondence 
training depends on whether the VA 
determines that the individual is a full- 
time student, three-quarter-time student, 
half-time student or one-quarter-time 
student. (38 U.S.C. 1631) 


” * * * * 


§ 21.5137 [Removed] 


4. Section 21.5137 is removed. 

5. In § 21.5138, paragraphs (a)(2) 
introductory text, (a)(2)(ix), and the 
authority citation at the end of (a)(2) are 
revised. to read as follows: 


§ 21.5138 Computation of benefit 
payments and monthly rates. 

(a) Computation of entitlement 
jostenes * 

(2) For correspondence training the 
entitlement factor will be computed as 
follows: 

* * * * o 

(ix) Enter the correspondence charges 
certified by. the school 

* * * * * 

(38 U.S.C. 1631; Pub. L. 94-502) 


* * * * * 


§ 21.5250 [Amended] 


6. In-§ 21.5250, paragraph (k) is 
removed and reserved. 
[FR Doc. 87-2155 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 8320-0-M 
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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 


40 CFR Part 52 
[A-4-FRL-3147-8; FL-021] 


Approval and Promulgation of 
Implementation Plans; Florida 


AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA). 
ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: EPA is today approving the 
Florida CO State Implementation Plan 
(SIP) version for Dade County (Miami). 
The SIP revision was submitted to EPA 
by the Florida Department of 
Environmental Regulation (FDER) on 
July 16, 1986, and resubmitted on 
September 19, 1986, with final 
modifications. Through reductions in CO 
emissions achieved by the Federal 
Motor Vehicle Control] Program 
(FMVCP) and transportation control 
measures (TCMs), Florida has 
demonstrated attainment of the National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS) for CO by December 31, 1987. 
These revisions meet the requirements 
of the Clean Air Act (CAA) and EPA 
policy. 

DATE: This action will be effective April 

6, 1987 unless notice is received within 

30 days that adverse or critical 

comments will be submitted. 

ADDRESSES: Written comments should 

be addressed to Thomas Hansen of EPA 

Region IV's Air Programs Branch (see 

EPA Region IV address below). Copies 

of the materials submitted by Florida 

may be examined during normal 
business hours at the following 
locations: 

Environmental Protection Agency, 
Region IV, Air Programs Branch, 345 
Courtland Street, NE., Atlanta, 
Georgia 30365 

Bureau of Air Quality Management, 
Florida Department of Environmental 
Regulation, Twin Towers Office 
Building, 2600 Blair Stone Road, 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301-8241 

Public Information Reference Unit, 
Library Systems Branch, 
Environmental Protection Agency, 401 
M Street, SW., Washington, DC 20460. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 

Mr. Thomas Hansen, Air Programs 

Branch, EPA Region IV, at the above 

address and telephone number 404/347- 

4292 or FTS 257-4292. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Dade 

County, Florida was officially 

designated an attainment area on March 

3, 1978, for the pollutant CO {40 CFR 

81.310), negating the need for a Part 

D SIP revision. This designation was 


based on a single CO monitoring site, 
located in the downtown area of Miami. 
On May 10, 1979, EPA promulgated the 
ambient Air Quality Surveillance 
Regulations (40 CFR Part 58). Pursuant 
to these regulations, the monitoring 
network in Dade County was expanded. 
Analysis by EPA and the State of 
Florida of ambient CO measurements 
collected in the Miami area indicated 
that, on a number of occasions, recorded 
levels of CO had exceeded the eight- 
hour NAAQS. 

For areas with a full approved SIP, 
showing attainment, but which did not 
attain, EPA announced its intention to 
treat such areas as “substantially 
inadequate” to assure attainment under 
section 110(a)(2)(H) of the CAA. EPA 
policy stated that CO SIP calls should 
be made in all cases where the highest 
second high is greater than or equal to 
12.6mg/m (11 ppm), using the two most 
current years of data available. A 
review of the latest available data for 
Dade County at that time (1982 and 
1983) resulted in a design value of 13.2 
mg/m*. On September 18, 1984, the 
Governor of the State of Florida 
requested EPA concurrence for the State 
to revise its SIP for CO, obviating the 
need for a section 110(a){2)(H) call by 
EPA. On October 9, 1984, EPA approved 
the proposed action by the Governor on 
condition that the State of Florida 
commit to completing its SIP revision 
within one year. A proposed schedule 
was submitted within 60 days of EPA's 
concurrence, detailing how this would 
be accomplished. 

To achieve the deadlines imposed by 
the proposed schedule, the State, in a 
January 22, 1985, letter, requested 
technical assistance from EPA in the 
form of contractual help. EPA agreed to 
provide this assistance. The contractor, 
under EPA direction and with the 
assistance and cooperation of the FDER 
and the Dade County Department of 
Environment Resources Management 
(DERM), prepard four technical 
memorandums entitled: 

¢ Analysis of East Flagler Street 
Carbon Monoxide Exceedances— 
Downtown Miami. 

¢ Description of Methodologies to 
Assess Eight-Hour Nightime Carbon 
Monoxide Exceedances. 

¢ Identification and Analysis of 
Potential Carbon Monoxide Hotspots in 
Dade Country, Florida. 

¢ Analysis of Transportation Control 
Measures (TCMs}, Dade County/Miami. 

The results of this in-depth analysis 
predict that the ambient air quality 
standard for CO will be met in Dade 
County by December 31, 1987. 
Furthermore, no additional control 
measures beyond those already in place 
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need to be implemented to meet this 
attainment date. 


East Flagler Street 


Nearly ninety percent of all CO 
exceedances which have been measured 
in Dade County have occurred ata 
monitoring site located on East Flagler 
Street, downtown Miami. The monitor is 
located near midblock of this roadway 
with the objective of measuring the 
maximum concentration in the Miami 
Central Business District (CBD). 
Furthermore, the site is characterized as 
a “street canyon” because of the 
presence of tall buildings on both sides 
of the street. The data collected at this 
site indicates a strong downward trend 
both in the number of exceedances as 
well as the maximum concentrations 
measured. The NAAQS for CO is 40 mg/ 
m? (35 ppm) for one hour or 10 mg/m® (9 
ppm) over eight hours, not to be 
exceeded more than once per year. The 
East Flagler Street site has not 
experienced any exceedances of the 
one-hour standard. The site experienced 
72 exceedances of the eight-hour CO 
NAAQS in 1981. However, this number 
has become less each year until in 1985 
only one exceedance was recorded. 
Likewise the magnitude of the 
exceedances has come down from a 
high of 15.3 mg/m® in 1981, successively 
lowering to 10.4 mg/m® in 1985, which 
when rounded off would meet the 
standard. Therefore, the modeling and 
monitoring data support the conclusion 
of the air quality analysis, i.e., this site 
will be in attainment by December 31, 
1987. Since the East Flagler Street site is 
the worst case, all other CBD sites are 
either in attainment or can be expected 
to attain by that date. 


Little Havana 


The Little Havana CO monitor is a 
neighborhood spatial scale site located 
in a suburban area of Miami and has 
been sited to measure the CO 
concentrations representative of areas 
of high population density to obtain the 
maximum population exposure. 

The conventional wisdom that has 
guided the development of most SIPs is 
that (a) ambient CO concentrations are 
caused almost exclusively by motor 
vehicle traffic; (b) ambient CO 
concentrations are high near roadways 
and drop off rapidly with distance; and 
({c) to attain the NAAQS for CO it is 
necessary to either reduce tailpipe 
emissions and/or traffic congestion in 
the area where the exceedances occur. 

At the Little Havana site, however, as 
well as in numerous other locations in 
Region IV and throughout the United 
States, exceedances have been found to 
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occur during nightime hours when there 
is little or no traffic. An analysis of the 
hourly data associated with these 
“coldspot”exceedances indicates that 
the greatest portion of the highest 
concentrations is attributable to 
background levels. Therefore, a 
“rollback” technique was used to 
determine the required emission 
reduction to attain the NAAQS. This 
technique involves linearly rolling back 
the design value to the standard and 
reduction emissions by the percentage 
difference. The 1982 design value for 
this site is 10.8 mg/m? and therefore 
requires a 7.4% reduction in emissions 
by December 31, 1987, to attain the 10 
mg/m? eight-hour CO NAAQS. The 
FMVCP controls are projected to reduce 
mobile source emissions 30% between 
1982 and 1987. Applying this reduction 
to the background portion of the design 
value yields a maximum projected 
concentration of 8.55 mg/m® by the end 
of 1987, well below the NAAQS. 


Intersection Hot Spot Analysis 


No ambient monitoring data for CO is 
currently available at any intersection in 
Dade County. Therefore, evaluation of 
both current and projected air quality 
was made using appropriate modeling 
techniques. A general screening process 
was used to rank the most congested 
intersections in the county. Five of the 
intersections expected to have the worst 
air quality impacts at the end of 1987 
were subjected to more detailed 
analysis. The detailed modeling 
methodology described in EPA’s 
“Guidelines for Air Quality 
Maintenance Planning and Analysis 
Volume 9 (Revised): Evaluating Indirect 
Sources” (EPA-450/4-78-001), with 
corrections made to update the emission 
factors, was then used to predict 
maximum eight-hour concentrations 
near each intersection. This 
methodology is the only EPA-approved 
technique, at this time, to address 
intersectional hot spots. The only 
emission controls accounted for were 
those associated with the FMVCP. The 
worst of these intersections is projected 
to have a maximum eight-hour 
concentration of 9.5 mg/m’, 


Transportation Control Measures 


Metrorail and Metromover—The 
Metrorail is a heavy rail mass transit 
system currently in operation at Dade 
County. The system connects downtown 
Miami with Hialeah to the northwest 
and with the Kendall area (via the South 
Dixie Highway corridor) to the 
southwest. Once into the downtown 
area the main line connects to a 
downtown Metromover system which 
circles the downtown area. The 


Metrorail system, which was in part 
designed to reduce traffic into the 
downtown area, has not attained the 
ridership originally expected. Although 
there has been at least some traffic 
reduction, for the purpose of this SIP 
revision no emission reductions were 
calculated directly as a result of 
Metrorail or the Metromover. Indirectly, 
as a result of Metrorail, a portion of the 
bus services to the downtown area is 
expected to be cancelled. These fewer 
buses are expected to increase traffic 
flow and reduce emissions. 

Anti-Tampering and Fuel Switching— 
The county has adopted an anti- 
tampering and fuel switching 
(misfueling) ordinance. This ordinance 
makes it unlawful for an owner of a 
motor vehicle to operate the vehicle if it 
(a) does not meet a 20 percent opacity 
standard for exhaust emissions; or (b) 
has had certain emission control devices 
tampered with; or (c) is powered by 
leaded gasoline when the vehicle is 
designed by the manufacturer to be 
powered by unleaded gasoline. The 
enforcement of this ordinance is a 
random one percent roadside 
tampering/misfueling inspection 
countywide. Any owner of a motor 
vehicle found to be in violation is 
subject to a fine and must repair the 
vehicle. 

The amount of CO emission reduction 
directly associated with randomly 
auditing and repairing one percent or 
10,000-15,000 vehicles/year is quite 
small. However, the impact of this 
program will probably improve the 
emission characteristics of more than 
just the one percent of the motor 
vehicles being audited in the county, 
especially through an active public 
information campaign and the owner 
knowing he/she may be pulled over. 
Emission credits for this program can 
only be obtained for the actual number 
of vehicles audited. The SIP revision 
does not claim this credit. 

Because of EPA's close involvement in 
the detailed analysis work and 
throughout this process, the technical 
reports prepared by the EPA consultant 
will serve as the technical support 
document for this approval action. 


Final Action 


Based on the above discussion, EPA is 
approving the Post-1982 Florida CO SIP 
revision for Dade County. The plan 
revision satisfactorily meets all Part D 
requirements of the CAA. 

Since the State of Florida is not 
required to revise their CO control 
strategy or change their rules or 
regulations to assure attainment of the 


CO NAAQS in Dade County, there is no 
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material to be incorporated by 
reference. 

EPA is publishing this action without 
prior proposal because the Agency 
views this as a noncontroversial 
amendment and anticipates no adverse 
comments. This action will be effective 
60 days from the date of this Federal 
Register unless, within 30 days of its 
publication, notice is received that 
adverse or critical comments will be 
submitted. 

If such notice is received, this action 
will be withdrawn before the effective 
date by publishing two subsequent 
notices. One notice will withdraw the 
final action and another will begin a 
new rulemaking by announcing a 
proposal of the action and establishing a 
comment period. If no such comments 
are received, the public is advised that 
this action will be effective April 6, 1987. 

Under section 307(b)(1) of the Act, 
petitions for judicial review of this 
action must be filed in the United States 
Court of Appeals for the appropriate 
circuit by April 6, 1987. This action may 
not be challenged later in proceedings to 
enforce its requirements. (See 307(b)(2).) 

Under 5 U.S.C. 605(b), I certify that 
this approval action will not have a 
significant-economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities. 
(See 46 FR 8709.) 

The Office of Management and Budget 
has exempted this rule from the 
requirements of Section 3 of Executive 
Order 12291. 

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 52 

Air pollution control, 
Intergovernmental relations, Carbon 
monoxide. 

Dated: January 27, 1987. 

Lee M. Thomas, 
Administrator. 

Part 52 of Chapter I, Title 40, Code of 
Federal Regulations, is amended as 
follows: 

PART 52—[AMENDED] 

1. The authority citation for Part 52 
continues to read as follows: 

Authority: 42 U.S.C. 7401-7642. 

Subpart K—Florida 


2. Section 52.520 as amended by 
adding paragraph (c)(59) as follows: 


§ 52.520 Identification of plan. 


* * * - 


(c) * * 

(59) Post-1982 CO SIP revision for 
Dade County, submitted on September 
19, 1986, by the Florida Department of 
Environmental Regulation. 

(i) Incorporation by reference—none. 

(ii) Other material. 
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(A) Narrative description of analysis 
performed for CO. 

(B) Analysis of East Flagler Street 
Carbon Monoxide Exceedances— 
Downtown Miami. 

(C) Description of Methodologies to 
Assess Eight-Hour Nighttime Carbon 
Monoxide Exceedances. 

(D) Identification and Analysis of 
Potential Carbon Monoxide Hotspots in 
Dade County, Florida. 

(E) Analysis of Transportation Control 
Measures (TCMs), Dade County/Miami. 
[FR Doc. 87-2211 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6560-50-M 





Proposed Rules 


This -section of ithe FEDERAL REGISTER 
contains -notices .to the ;public .of ‘the 
proposed .issuance .of rules and 
regulations. The purpose .of ‘these notices 
is to give ‘interested persons an 
opportunity ‘to ‘participate in ‘the ‘rule 
‘making ‘prior ‘to ‘the -adoption ‘of ‘the final 
rules. 


DEPARTMENT OF.AGRICULTURE 
Agricultural Marketing ‘Service 
7°CFR'Part 928 


Papayas ‘Grown in Hawaii;-Change in 
the Term of Office of Committee 
Members 


AGENCY: Agricultural.Marketing Service, 
USDA. 
ACTION: Proposed: rule. 


summary: This proposed rule would 
change ‘the 2-year'term of office of the 
members and alternates of the Papaya 
Administrative Committee ‘to the period 
July 1-June’30, from ‘the period January 
1-December 31, and extend for 6 months 
the current committee.members’ term of 
office through June 30,1987. The 
beginning date of the new ‘term of office 
would coincide with the beginning date 
of the new. fiscal year, (July 1) recently 
established under the marketing order. 
These proposed changes are.expected.to 
improve ‘the functioning and operations 
of the committee and‘the:marketing 
order program. 
DATES:‘Comments must be received by 
March.6, 1987. 
ADDRESSES:.Comments should be:sent 
to: Docket.Clerk,. F&V,.AMS,.Room 
2085-S, U.S. Department of Agriculture, 
Washington, \DC.20250. Three.copies<of 
all written material shall be submitted, 
and they will’be made’available ‘for 
public inspection at'the-office-of the 
‘Docket Clerk :during regular:business 
hours. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Ronald L. Cioffi,‘ Chief,:Marketing:Order 
Administration Branch, F&V, AMS, 
USDA, Washington, DC‘20250, 
telephone (202) 447-5697. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This 
proposed rule has been reviewed under 
Executive Order 12291 and 
Departmental Regulation 1512-1 and has 
been determined to.be.a “non-major” 
rule.under.criteria:contained therein. 
The proposed) rule is.issued under the 
marketing.agreement:and Order.No..928 


(7.GER Part:928),:regulating the handling 
of papayas grown:in: Hawaii. The 
agreement-and:order:are.éffective under 
the Agricultural:Marketing Agreement 
Act of 1987,:as-amended.(7-U.S.C.-601- 
674). The rule:is-based uponithe 
recommendations and information 
submitted:by the Papaya Administrative 
Committee, established:under.the order, 
and wpon:other-available:information. 

This proposed tule would:change the 
2-yeariterm:of:office:df:committee 
members andralternates currently 
specified:in § 928.21,.s0.that.the term 
begins:on July 1:ofreach:odd-numbered 
year, rather than January 1:of each.odd 
numbered year. Section:928.21 
authorizes the Secretary to.change the 
fiscal:period .upon:recommendation of 
the committee. The beginning date.of the 
new term:of.office would.coincide with 
the beginning date of the new fiscal 
year, which-was.recently.changed'to 
July 1:from January 1 by a ruleiissued 
under the marketing:order.adding:a new 
§ 928.106 (51:-FR 35342, October 2, 1986). 
In addition, the proposal would:extend 
the term of office of members.and 
alternates currently serving.on the 
committee‘by 6.months, until June.30, 
1987, to:provide for-an:orderly transition 
to.the new .term.of. office. 

These. changes-are designed to 
improve the functioning of the 
committee,and the operations of the 
marketing.order:program. 

Pursuant:to requirements set .forthin 
the Regulatory Flexibility Act;(RFA), the 
Administrator.of the. Agricultural 
Marketing Service has:determined that 
this.action would:not have.a significant 
economic.impact-on.a substantial 
number‘of.small.entities. 

The,purpose.of the. FRA is to:fit 
regulatory actions .to-the scale.of 
‘businesses subject to such.actions.in 
order that-small businesses -will.not:be 
unduly or disproportionately burdened. 
Marketing:orders.issued.pursuant to'the 
Agricultural.Marketing Agreement.Act 
of 1937,.as amended (the Act, .7:U.S.C. 
601-674),.and.rules promulgated 
thereunder, are unique in that they are 
brought.about.through group.action.of 
essentially small entities acting.on their 
own behalf. Thus, both statutes. have 
small. entity orientation and 
compatibility. 

There.are approximately 100 handlers 
of Hawaiian papayas subject to 
regulation under the. Hawaiian papaya 
marketing order, and approximately .306 
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papaya ‘producers:in ‘Hawaii.‘Small 
agricultural producers shave !been 
defined iby 'the:Small. Business 
Administration! (13°CFR 121:2).as those 
thaving:annual grossirevenues ‘for the 
lastithree years‘of less'than’$100;000:and 
‘agricultural service firms are defined as 
ithose whose:gross‘annual receipts-are 
less ‘than‘$3,500/000. The great majority 
of handlers:and:producers:of Hawaiian 
papayas may ‘be classified:as.small 
entities. This:action:is primarily ofan 
administrative nature-and, ‘as‘such, does 
not impose‘any’additional costs:on 
handlers. 


List.of. Subjects in.7 CFR Part.928 


Marketing:agreements-and orders, 
Papayas, Hawaii. 


PART 928—[AMENDED] 


1. The. authority citation for 7,CFR 
Part 928 continues to read_as follows: 


Authority: Secs. 1-19, 48 stat..31, as 
amended; 7 U.S.C. 601-674. 


2. The proposal is to‘'amend Subpart— 
Rules:and Regulations (7 CFR 
928.141-928.313) byadding § 928.121 to 
read as follows: 


§928.121 Term.of.office. 

Pursuant to '§.928:21, ithe ‘term of office 
foreach: member-and:alternate: member 
onthe :committeeiis:reestablised to bea 
24-month period ibeginning July 1:of:each 
oddnumbered year:and:ending on the 
second succeeding June:30: Provided, 
That‘committee:members currently 
serving-on the committee shall:continue 
to: serve through June 30,1987. 

Dated: January ‘29, 1987. 

Thomas R. Clark, 


Deputy Director, Fruit and Vegetable 
Division, Agricultural Marketing Service. 


[FR Doc. 87-2168 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE. 3410-02-M 


Farmers Home Administration 
7 CFR Part 1942 


Community Facility:Loans and:Grants 
AGENCY: Farmers Home Administration, 
USDA. 

ACTION: Proposed rule. 

SUMMARY: The Farmers. Home 


Administration (FmHA) proposes to 
amend its regulations regarding loans 
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and grants for Community Facility 
projects. This proposed action is being 
taken by FmHA to comply with Pub. L. 
(Pub. L.) 99-198. Title XII of Pub. L. 99- 
198 changes certain criteria for 
determining the amount of grant and 
interest rate a community can receive 
under FmHA’s water and waste 
disposal program and establishes a new 
purpose for which grant funds may be 
used. Also the proposed action removes 
the limitation on the use of grant funds 
to pay a portion of project cost when the 
annual reserve exceeds one-tenth of the 
average debt service. Also the proposed 
action is being taken to comply with 
Office of Management and Budget 
(OMB) Circulars A-128 and A-110. 
Other editorial changes are proposed to 
remove ambiguity in the existing 
regulations. The intended effect of this 
action is to bring existing regulations 
into compliance with Pub. L. 99-198, 
develop a new regulation for the 
technical assistance and/or training 
grants authorized by the law, and to 
more effectively serve the needs of rural 
communities. 

DATE: Comments must be received on or 
before March 6, 1987. 

ADDRESSES: Submit written comments 
in duplicate to the Office of the Chief, 
Directives Management Branch, Farmers 
Home Administration, USDA, South 
Building, Room 6348, 14th and 
Independence Avenue, SW., 
Washington, DC 20250. All written 
comments made pursuant to this notice 
will be available for public inspection 
on weekdays between the hours of 8:15 
a.m. and 4:45 p.m. at the above address. 
The collection of information 
requirements contained in this rule have 
been submitted to the Office of 
Management and Budget for review 
under section 3504(h) of the Paperwork 
Reduction Act of 1980. Submit comments 
to the Office of Information and 
Regulatory Affairs, Office of 
Management and Budget, Attention: 
Desk Officer for the Farmers Home 
Administration, Washington, DC 20503. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Jerry W. Cooper, Loan Specialist, Water 
and Waste Disposal Division, Farmers 
Home Administration, USDA, South 
Agriculture Building, Room 6328, 
Washington, DC 20250, telephone: (202) 
382-9589. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This 
proposed action has been reviewed 
under USDA procedures established in 
Departmental Regulation 1512-1, which 
implements Executive Order 12291, and 
has been determined to be “nonmajor” 
since the annual effect on the economy 
is less than $100 million and there will 
be no significant increase in cost or 


prices for consumers; individual 
industries; Federal, State, or Local 
Government agencies; or geographic 
regions. Futhermore, there will be no 
adverse effects on competition, 
employment, investment, productivity, 
innovation, or on the ability of United 
States-based enterprises to compete 
with foreign-based enterprises in 
domestic or export markets. This 
proposed action is not expected to 
substantially affect budget outlay, to 
affect more than one agency or to be 
controversial. Additional efforts to 
administer the changes are expected to 
be minimal. Increased program costs 
are, therefore, not anticipated. The net 
result is expected to provide better 
service to rural communities. 

This program/activity is listed in the 
Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance 
under No. 10.418, Water and Waste 
Disposal Systems for Rural 
Communities, and is subject to the 
provisions of Executive Order 12372 
which requires intergovernmental 
consultation with State and local 
officials (7 CFR Part 3015, Subpart V, 48 
FR 29112, June 24, 1983, and 7 CFR Part 
1940, Subpart J, “Intergovernmental 
Review of Farmers Home 
Administration Programs and 
Activities”). 

This document has been reviewed in 
accordance with 7 CFR Part 1940, 
Subpart G, “Environmental Program.” It 
is the determination of FmHA that this 
proposed action does not constitute a 
major Federal action significantly 
affecting the quality of the human 
environment and in accordance with the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969, Pub. L. 91-190, an Environmental 
Impact Statement is not required. 

In compliance with the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act (Pub. L. 96-354), Mr. 
Vance L. Clark, Administrator of the 
Farmers Home Administration, has 
determined that this action will not have 
a significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities 
because in terms of the total number of 
rural communities less than 100 will be 
affected annually. 

This action amends FmHA's policies 
for making development grants and 
loans. These loans and grants assist in 
financing the development costs of 
domestic water and waste disposal 
systems to rural communities and other 
associations of farmers, ranchers, rural 
residents, and other rural users. 

These loans and grants will assist 
rural communities and other 
associations of farmers, ranchers, rural 
residents, and other rural users in 
developing projects and improving the 
management or operations of existing 
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systems. This action also includes a new 
regulation and policies for making 
technical assistance and/or training 
grants to private nonprofit 
organizations. 

Public Law 99-198 requires FmHA to: 
(1) Develop a graduated scale of grant 
rates that establishes a higher rate for 
projects in communities having lower 
population and income levels. 

(2) For water and waste disposal 
projects serving more than one separate 
community use median population and 
income levels of all the separate 
communities in calculating grants and 
establishing interest rates. 

(3) Provide grants to private nonprofit 
organizations for the purpose of 
providing technical assistance and/or 
training to associations eligible for 
FmHA water and waste disposal grant 
funding. 

This action removes a limitation on 
the use of grant funds when the annual 
reserve exceeds one-tenth of the annual 
debt service requirements. This reserve 
limitation affects projects involving 
other lenders. 

The audit requirements of OMB 
Circulars A-128 and A-110 are being 
incorporated into FmHA’s grant 
regulations by adding a new section. 

FmHA proposes to amend Subparts A 
and H and add a new Subpart J of Part 
1942 to bring FmHA Community Facility 
regulations into compliance with Pub. L. 
99-198. 


List of Subjects in 7 CFR Part 1942 


Community development, Community 
facilities, Loan programs—Housing and 
community development, Loan security, 
Rural areas, Waste treatment and 
disposal—Domestic, Water supply— 
Domestic. 

Therefore, as proposed, Chapter 
XVIII, Title 7, Code of Federal 
Regulations is amended as follows: 


PART 1942—ASSOCIATIONS 


1. The authority citation for Part 1942 
continues to read as follows: 


Authority: 7 U.S.C. 1927 A; 7 U.S.C. 1989; 7 
CFR 2.23; 7 CFR 2.70. 


Subpart A—Community Facility Loans 


2. In § 1942.17, paragraph (f)(6) is 
revised to read as follows: 


§ 1942.17 Community facilities. 


* * * * * 


(h*** 


(6) Income determination. The income 
data used to determine median 
household income should be that which 
most accurately reflects the income of 
the service area. The service area is that 
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area reasonably expected to'be served 
by the facility being financed by FmHA. 
In. cases where more ‘than one 
geographic area is being-served by a 
water and waste disposal project, the 
most accurate income figure should be 


Ce 


used. One method of obtaining the 
income of the service area is by 
calculating a weighted average based on 
the number of ‘households in each area. 
The following.example.demonstrates 
this method: 


__Totalincome 5 $195-490,000 __ $15,657 weighted median-household 


Total Households 8,650 


The median household income of the 
service area and ‘the nonmetropolitan 
median household:income of the'State 
will be determined ‘from:income data 
from the:most:recent decennial census 
of the U.S. If there is reason 'to'believe 
that the census data is not an accurate 
representation of the median household 
income within the areaito.be served, the 
reasons will be documented.and the 
applicant may furnish, or FmHA may 
obtain, additional information regarding 
median household income. Information 
will consist of reliable data from local, 
regional, State or Federal sources or 
from a survey conducted by.a reliable 
impartial source. The nonmetropolitan 
median household income of the State 
may only be updated on a.national basis 
by the FmHA National Office. This will 
be done only when median‘housghold 
income data for the same year forall 
Bureau of the Census.areas:is available 
from .the Bureau.of.the Census.orother 
reliable sources..Bureau of the Census 
areas would include areas suchias: 
Counties, County Subdivisions, Cities, 
Towns, Townships, Boroughs,.and:other 
places. 


* * * * * 


Subpart H—Development Grants for 
Community Domestic Water and 
Waste Disposal Systems 


3. Section 1942.358 is amended'by 
revising paragraph (e) to readas 
follows: 

§1942.358 -Usecof.grant funds. 

(e) Touse:FmHA,grant:funds.on 
projects whereother types:ofifinancial 
assistance are‘available:on all or part:of 
the projects, provided 'the:other 
assistance is on reasonableiratesiand 
terms. :In-such cases ‘the maximum 

ages ‘allowed'under-other 
agencies’ authorities will:apply ito their 


income 


participation in the project. However, 
the FmHA grant may not.exceed 
applicable percentages in § 1942.360{b) 
of this subpart of the eligible project 
development cost. The need for FmHA 
grant funds must meet the requirements 
of § 1942:363 of this-subpart after 
considering.all project financing. 


* * * * * 


4. Section 1942.360 is amended by 
removing paragraph (a)(11); 
redesignating paragraphs (a)(12), (a){13), 
and (a)(14) as (a)(11),.(a)(12), and (a)(13) 
respectively; and by revising newly 
redesignated paragraph (a)(13) and 
paragraph (b) to read as follows: 


§ 1942.360 Grant limitations. 

(a) enee 

(13) Pay any costs of a project when 
the median household income of the 
service area is above the poverty line 
and more than 100 percent of the 
nonmetropolitan median household 
income of the State. The'poverty line 
will be’that income for a family of four 
as defined in section 673(2) of the 
Community Services Block:Grant.Act 
(42 U.S.C. 9902(2)). 

(b).An.EmHA.development grant may 
not be made.in.excess of the following 
percentages (whichever.is -higher).of the 
eligible project development:costs. 
Facilities previously installed will not:be 
considered..in.determining the 
developmenticosts. 

(1) Seventy-five percent (75%) when 
the median household -income ofithe 
service area:is: below the poverty line:or 
below 80:percent.of the statewide 
nonmetropolitan median household 
income. 

\(2) Fifty-five ;percent (55%) when'the 
median household.income:cfithe:service 
area exceeds the:seventy-five percent 
requirements described in paragraph 
(b)():of this section ibut:is not:more than 
100;percent of :the:stdtewide 
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nonmetropolitan median household 
income. 

5.In § 1942.363, paragraph (b)(3) is 
added, and paragraphs ‘(c)(1), (c)(2) and 
(d) are revised to read as follows: 


§1942.363 Determining the need for 
development grants. 

(b) ze" 

(3) User rate. The initial user rate 
after the grant is made ‘should produce 
enough revenue to provide for all-costs 
of the facility. The planned revenue 
should be sufficient to provide for all 
debt service, reserve, operation and 
maintenance and if appropriate, 
additional revenue for facility 
replacement of short lived assets 
without building a substantial surplus. 
Ordinarily, the total reserve will be 
equal to one average annual loan 
installment which will accumulate at the 
rate of one-tenth of the total each year. 

(c) *s** 

(1) Grants:may not exceed the 
percentages in § 1942.360(b) of this 
subpart of the eligible project 
development costs listed in § 1942.358 of 
this subpart. 

(2) Applicants will be considered for 
grantassistance when the debt service 
portion of the average annual user cost, 
for users in ‘the applicant's service area, 
exceeds the following percentages of 
median household income: 

(i) .6 percent when the median 
household income of the.service area is 
below the poverty line or below-80 
percent of the statewide 
nonmetropolitan median household 
income. 

(ii) 2.0 percent when the median 
household income of the service area 
exceeds the .5 percent.requirement:but 
is not-more than 100 percent.of the 
statewide. nonmetropolitan median 
household income. 


* * * * * 


(d) The income data:mused ito:determine 
median household income should be 
that which most accurately.reflects the 
income of the service area. The service 
area is that area reasonably expected'to 
be served by the facility being ‘financed 
by FmHA. In cases where.more than.one 
geographic area is being:served bya 
water and waste disposal project, the 
most accurate income ffigure:should be 
used. One method of obtaining the 
income of the service area‘is'by 
calculating a weighted average based on 
the number of households:in each.area. 
The fallowing.example.demonstrates 
this method: 
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Total income ($135,430,000) divided by Total Households 
(@ 550) equals the Weighted Median Household. income 
($15,657). 


The median household income of the 
service area, communities described in 
paragraph (b)(2) of this section, 
communities used in Part 11 C of Form 
FmHA 1942-51, and the-nonmetropolitan 
median household income for the State 
will be determined from income data 
from the most recent decennial census 
of the U.S. If there is reason to believe 
that the census data is not an accurate 
representation of the median household 
income within the area to be served, the 
reasons will be documented on Form 
FmHA 1942-51 and the applicant may 
furnish, or FmHA may obtain, additional 
information regarding such median 
household income. Information will 
consist of reliable data from local, 
regional, State or Federal sources or 
from a survey conducted by a reliable 
impartial source. The nonmetropolitan 
median household income of the State 
may only be updated on a national basis 
by the FmHA National Office. This will 
be done only when median household 
income data for the same year for all 
Bureau of the Census areas is available 
from the Bureau of the Census or other 
reliable sources. Bureau of the Census 
areas would include areas such as: 
Counties, County Subdivisions, Cities, 
Towns, Townships, Boroughs, and other 
places. 


* * * * 


6. Section 1942.381 is added to read as 
follows: 


§ 1942.381 Audits. 


Audits will be handled in accordance 
with § 1942.17(q)(4) of Subpart A of Part 
1942 of this chapter. 

7. New Subpart J is added to Part 1942 
to read as follows: 


Subpart J—Technical Assistance and 
Training Grants 


Sec. 

1942.451 
1942.452 
1942.453 
1942.454 
1942.455 
1942,456 
1942.457 
1942.458 
1942.459 
1942.460 
1942.461 
1942.462 
1942.463 


General. 

[Reserved] 

Objectives. 

Definitions. 

Source of funds. 

[Reserved] 

Eligibility. 

Purpose. 

[Reserved] 

Limitations. 

Equal opportunity requirements. 
Environmental requirements. 
Preapplications. 


Sec. 

1942.464 

1942.465 

1942.466 

1942.467 

1942.468 
funds. 

1942.469 Fidelity bond. 

1942.470-1942.471 [Reserved] 

1942.472 Fund disbursement. 

1942.473 Grant cancellation or major 
changes. 

1942.474 Reporting. 

1942.475 Audit. 

1942.476 Grant agreement. 

1942.477 Grant servicing. 

1942.478 Delegation of authority. 

1942.479-1942.500 [Reserved] 


Exhibit A—Grant Agreement—Technical 
Assistance and Training 


Priority. 

[Reserved] 

Application processing. 
[Reserved] 

Grant approval and obligation of 


Subpart J—Technical Assistance and 
Training Grants 


§ 1942.451 General. 

This subpart sets forth the policies 
and procedures for making technical 
assistance and training grants 
authorized under section 306(a)(16)(A) 
of the Consolidated Farm and Rural 
Development Act (7 U.S.C. 1926(a)), as 
amended. 


§ 1942.452 [Reserved] 


§ 1942.453 Objectives. 

The objectives of the Technical 
Assistance and Training Grant Program 
are to: 

(a) Identify and evaluate solutions to 
water and waste disposal problems in 
rural areas. 

(b) Assist applicants in preparing 
applications for water and waste 
disposal grants made in accordance 
with Subpart H of Part 1942 of this 
chapter. 

(c) Improve operation and 
maintenance of existing water and 
waste disposal facilities in rural areas, 


§ 1942.454 Definitions. 

(a) Association. An entity that is 
eligible for FmHA water and waste 
disposal financial assistance in 
accordance with § 1942.17(b) of Subpart 
A and § 1942.355(a) of Subpart H of Part 
1942 of this chapter. 

(b) Grantee. An entity with whom the 
Farmers Home Administration (FmHA) 
has entered into a grant agreement 
under this program. 

(c) Low income. Median household 
income below the poverty line for a 
family of four as defined in section 
673(2) of the Community Services Block 
Grant Act (42 U.S.C. 9902(2)), or below 
80 percent of the Statewide 
nonmetropolitan median household 
income. 

(d) Rural area. For water and waste 
disposal facilities the terms “rural” or 


“rural area” will not include any area in 
a city or town with a population in 
excess of 10,000 inhabitants according to 
the latest decennial census of the United 
States. 

(e) State. Any of the fifty States, the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the 
Western Pacific Territories, Marshall 
Islands, Federated States of Micronesia, 
Republic of Palau, and the U.S. Virgin 
Islands. 


§ 1942.455 Source of funds. 

All grants awarded will be made from 
not less than one (1) percent or, at the 
discretion of the FmHA Administrator, 
not more than two (2) percent of any 
appropriations for grants under section 
306(a)(2) of the Consolidated Farm and 
Rural Development Act (7 U.S.C. 
1926(a)). Funds not obligated by 
September 1 of each fiscal year under 
this subpart will be used for water and 
waste disposal grants made in 
accordance with Subpart H of Part 1942 
of this chapter. 


§ 1942.456 [Reserved] 


§ 1942.457 Eligibility. 

Organizations eligible for grants are 
private nonprofit organizations that 
have been granted tax exempt status by 
the Internal Revénue Service of the 
United States. Applicants must have the 
proven ability, background, experience, 
legal authority and actual capacity to 
provide technical assistance and/or 
training to associations as provided in 
§ 1942.453 of this subpart. 


§ 1942.458 Purpose. 

Technical Assistance and/or Training 
Grants may be used to: 

(a) Identify and evaluate solutions to 
water problems of associations in rural 
areas relating to: 

(1) Source. 

(2) Storage. 

(3) Treatment. 

(4) Distribution. 

(b) Identify and evaluate solutions to 
waste problems of associations in rural 
areas relating to: 

(1) Collection. 

(2) Treatment. 

(3) Disposal. 

(c) Assist associations that have filed 
a preapplication with FmHA in the 
preparation of water and/or waste 
disposal grant applications. 

(d) Provide training to association 
personnel that will improve the 
management, operation and 
maintenance of water and waste 
disposal facilities. 

(e) To pay the expenses associated 
with providing the technical assistance 
and/or training authorized in 
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paragraphs (a), (b), (c), and (d) of this 
section. 


§ 1942.459 [Reserved] 


§ 1942.460 Limitations. 


Grant funds may not be used to: 

(a) Recruit applications for FmHA’s 
water and waste disposal loan and/or 
grant program or any loan and/or grant 
program: 

(b) Duplicate current services, 
replacement or substitution of support 
previously provided such as those 
performed by an association's 
consultant in developing a project. 

(c) Fund political activities. 

(d) Pay for capital assets, the 
purchase of real estate or vehicles, 
improve and renovate office space, or 
repair and maintain privately-owned 
property. 

(e) Pay for construction or operation 
and maintenance costs. 

(f) Pay costs incurred prior to the 
effective date of grants made under this 
subpart. 


§ 1942.461 Equal opportunity 
requirements. 

The policies and regulations 
contained in Subpart E of Part 1901 this 
chapter apply to grants made under this 
subpart. 


§ 1942.462 Environmental requirements. 
The policies and regulations 
contained in Subpart G of Part 1940 of 
this chapter apply to grants made for the 
purposes in § 1942.458 of this subpart. 


§ 1942.463 Preapplications. 


(a) Applicants will file an original and 
one copy of Form AD-621, 
“Preapplication for Federal Assistance,” 
with the appropriate FmHA office 
between October 1 and December 31 
each fiscal year. This form is available 
in all FmHA offices. Applicants 
proposing to provide technical 
assistance and/or training in only one 
State will apply through the appropriate 
FmHA State Office. The FmHA State 
Office will forward preapplications, 
with any written comments, within 
seven working days to the National 
Office, Attention: Water and Waste 
Disposal Division. Applicants providing 
technical assistance and/or training in 
more than one State will forward the 
preapplication to the Administrator, 
Farmers Home Administration, 
Washington, DC 20250. 

(b) All preapplications shall be 
accompanied by: 

(1) Evidence of applicant's legal 
existence and authority. 

(2) Evidence tax exempt status from 
the Internal Revenue Service. 


(3) Brief written narrative which 
includes items such as; 

(i) The proposed service(s) to be 
provided, including the benefits of the 
technical assistance and/or training. 

{ii) Area to be served. 

(iii) Name of association(s) or type of 
association(s) that will be served. 

(iv) Median household income of the 
population to be served by each 
association(s). 

(v) Grantee’s experience, including 
experience of key staff members and 
person(s} providing the technical 
assistance and/or training. 

(vi) The number of months duration of 
the project or service and the estimated 
time it will take from grant approval to 
beginning of service. 

(vii) Method used to select the 
association(s) that will receive the 
service. 

(viii) Brief description of how the 
service will be provided. Such as 
through currently employed personnel or 
some other method. 

(ix) Method to be used for delivery of 
the service, including personnel to be 
utilized and tasks to be contracted, if 
any. 
(4) Latest financial information to 
show the organization's financial 
capacity to carry out the proposed work. 
As a minimum, the information should 
include a balance sheet and an income 
statement. A current audit report is 
preferred. 

(5) Estimated breakdown of costs 
including that to be funded by grantee 
as well as other sources. 

(6) Budget and accounting system in 
place or proposed. 

(7) Evaluation method to determine if 
objective(s) of the proposed activity is 
being accomplished. 

(c) Upon receipt of a preapplication, 
the FmHA National Office will: 

(1) Review and evaluate the 
preapplication and accompanying 
documents; and 

(2) Request from the Office of General 
Counsel (OGC), a legal determination of 
applicant's legal existence and authority 
to provide technical assistance and/or 
training. The legal opinion will be 
obtained from the Regional Attorney 
serving the area where the applicant's 
headquaters is located; and 

(3) Normally, respond to the applicant 
within 45 days after December 31 of 
each year using Form AD-622, “Notice 
of Preapplication Review Action,” 
indicating the action taken on the 
preapplication. 

(d) Applicants whose preapplications 
are found to be ineligible will be given 
notice by use of Form AD-622 and 
advised of their appeal rights under 
Subpart B of Part 1900 of this chapter. 
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(e) Applicants who aré eligible, but do 
not have the priority necessary for 
further consideration will be notified 
with Form FmHA AD-622 which 
includes the following statements: 


“Your proposal cannot be funded within 
the available funds.” 

“You are advised against incurring 
obligations which cannot be fulfilled without 
FmHA funds.” 


(f) Applicants that are eligible for 
funding within the available funds will 
be provided forms and instructions for 
filing a complete application. Applicants 
should be advised against incurring 
obligations which cannot be fulfilled 
without FmHA funds. 


§ 1942.464 Priority. 

The preapplication and supporting 
information will be used to determine 
the applicant's priority for available 
funds. The following specific criteria 
will be considered in the competitive 
selection of grant recipients: 

(a) Applicant's demonstrated 
capability and past performance in 
providing technical assistance and/or 
training to rural associations. 

(b) The extent to which the population 
of the associations served have low 
income. 

(c) Applicant’s financial and if 
applicable, in-kind resources. 

(d) The extent to which the project 
will be cost effective, including but not 
limited to; the ratio of proposed 
personnel to the cost of the project, the 
cost per person of the benefited users of 
the project, and the expected benefits 
from the project. 

(e) How well the proposal coincides 
with the objectives of FnHA’s Water 
and Waste Disposal program authorized 
in Subparts A and H of Part 1942 of this 
chapter. 

(f) Applicants proposing to serve 
multi-state, regional, or nationwide 
areas. 

(g) Applicants whose time frame for 
completion of the project is twelve 
months or less. 


§ 1942.465 [Reserved] 


§ 1942.466 Application processing. 

(a) Upon notification on Form AD-622. 
that the applicant is eligible for funding, 
the following will be submitted to the 
FmHA National Office by the applicant. 

(1) Form AD-623, “Application for 
Federal Assistance (Nonconstruction 
Programs).” 

(2) Proposed scope of work detailing 
the training and/or technical assistance 
to be accomplished and time frames for 
completion of each task. 

(3) Proposed budget. 
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(4) Other requested information 
needed. by FmHA to make a grant award 
determination. 

(b) The following forms and 
documents will be part of the grant 
docket: 

(1) Form FmHA 400-1, “Equal 
Opportunity Agreement.” 

(2) Form FmHA 400-4, “Assurance 
Agreement.” 

(3) Grant Agreement signed by the 
applicant. 

(4) Scope of work prepared by the 
applicant. 

(5} Form FmHA 1940-1, “Request for 
Obligation of Funds.” 

(c) If the applicant fails to submit the 
application and related material by the 
date shown on Form AD-622 {normally 
30 days from the date of Form AD-622), 
FmHA may discontinue consideration of 
the application. 


§ 1942.467 [Reserved} 


§ 1942.468 Grant approval and obligation 
of funds. 

(a) FmHA National Office will review 
the application and other documents to 
determine whether the proposal 
complies with these regulations. 

(b) All grants made under these 
regulations will be approved and 
obligated by the FmHA Administrator, 
or designee. 

(c) The obligation of funds will be 
handled in accordance with § 1942.5(d) 
of Subpart A of Part 1942 of this chapter. 

(d) An executed copy of the Grant 
Agreement and scope of work will be 
sent to the applicant on the obligation 
date, along with a copy of Form FmHA 
1940-1. FmHA will retain the executed 
original of the Grant Agreement. The 
grant will be considered closed on the 
obligation date. 

(e) If the grant is not approved, the 
applicant will be notified in writing of 
the reason(s) for rejection. The 
notification to the applicant will state 
that a review of this decision by FmHA 
may be requested by the applicant 
under Subpart B of Part 1900 of this 
chapter. 


§ 1942.469 Fidelity bond. 

Prior to the advancing of funds, the 
grantee will provide fidelity bond 
coverage for the positions of persons 
entrusted with the receipt and 
disbursement of its funds and the 
custody of valuable property. The 
amount of the bond will be at least 
equal to the maximum amount of monies 
that the grantee will have on hand at 
any one time for technical assistance 
and/or training provided in accordance 
with the Grant Agreement. Unless 
prohibited by State law, the United 
States, acting through the Farmers Home 


Administration, will be named as co- 
obligee in the bond. The bond-must be 
obtained from a company listed in 
Department of Treasury Circular 570, as 
amended. Form FmHA 440-24, “Position 
Fidelity Schedule Bond,” may be used. A 
certified power-of-attorney with 
areas date will be attached to the 
ond. 


§§ 1942.470-1942.471 [Reserved] 


§ 1942.472 Fund disbursement. 

Grantees will be reimbursed as 
follows: 

(a) Standard Form (SF) 270, “Request 
for Advance or Reimbursement,” will be 
completed by the applicant and 
submitted to FmHA National Office not 
more frequently than monthly. 

(b) Upon receipt of a properly 
compieted SF-270, the funds will be 
requested through the field office 
terminal system. Ordinarily, payment 
will be made within 30 days after 
receipt of a proper request for 
reimbursement. 

(c) Grantees are encouraged to use 
minority banks (a bank which is owned 
by at least 50 percent minority group 
members) for the deposit and 
disbursement of funds. A list of minority 
owned banks can be obtained from the 
Office of Minority Business Enterprise, 
Department of Commerce, Washington, 
DC 20230. 


§ 1942.473 Grant cancellation or major 
changes. 

If it is determined that a project will 
not be funded or if major changes in the 
scope of the project are made after 
release of the approval announcement, 
the Administrator will notify the 
Director of Legislative Affairs and 
Public Information Staff (LAPIS) giving 
the reasons for such action. In the case 
of a grant cancellation, Form FmHA 
1940-10, “Cancellation of U.S. Treasury 
Check and/or Obligation,” will not be 
submitted to the Finance Office until 
five working days after notifying the 
Director of LAPIS and grant obligation 
cancellations will not be submitted to 
the National Office until 5 work days 
after notifying the Director of LAPIS. 


§ 1942.474 Reporting. 

Standard Form (SF) 269, “Financial 
Status Report,” SF 272, “Federal Cash 
Transactions: Report,” and a project 
performance activity report will be 
required of all Grantees on a quarterly 
basis. A final project performance report 
will be required with the last SF-269. 
The final report may serve as the last 
quarterly report. Grantees shall 
constantly monitor performance to 
ensure that time schedules are being 
met, projected work by time periods is 
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being accomplished, and other 
performance objectives are being 
achieved. All multi-state, regional, and 
nationwide Grantees are to submit an 
original of each report to the FmHA 
National Office. Grantees serving only 
one State are to submit an original of 
each report to the FmHA State Director. 
The FmHA State Director will review 
and forward to the FmHA National 
Office the report with comments. The 
project performance reports shall 
include, but not be limited to, the 
following: 

(a) A comparison of actual 
accomplishments to the objectives 
established for that period; 

(b) Reasons why established 
objectives were not met; 

(c) Problems, delays, or adverse 
conditions which will affect attainment 
of overall project objectives, prevent 
meeting time schedules or objectives, or 
preclude the attainment of particular 
project work elements during 
established time periods. This disclosure 
shall be accompanied by a statement of 
the action taken or planned to resolve 
the situation; and 

(d) Objectives and timetable 
established for the next reporting period. 


§ 1942.475 Audit. 

The Grantee will provide an audit 
report prepared in accordance with 
OMB Circular A-110, Attachment F, 
within 90 days after project completion. 


§ 1942.476 Grant Agreement. 

Exhibit A of this subpart is a Grant 
Agreement which sets forth the 
procedures for making and servicing 
grants made under this subpart. 


§ 1942.477 Grant servicing. 

Grants will be serviced in accordance 
with the grant agreement and Subpart E 
of Part 1951 of this. chapter. Subpart B of 
Part 1900 of this chapter will be 
followed when grants are terminated for 
cause. 


§ 1942.478 Delegation of authority. 

The authority under this subpart is 
redelegated to the Assistant 
Administrator, Community and Business 
Programs, except for the discretionary 
authority contained in § 1942.455 of this 
subpart. The Assistant Administrator, 
Community and Business Programs, may 
redelegate the authority in this section. 


§§ 1942.479-1942.500 [Reserved] 


Exhibit A—Grant Agreement—Technical 
Assistance and Training 

This agreement is between 
i a I a cen ons e 
(Grantee) and the United States of America 
acting through the Farmers Home 
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Administration (Grantor or FmHA). Grantee 
has determined to undertake certain 
Technical Assistance and/or Training at an 
estimated cost of $_____ and has duly 
authorized such activity. Grantee shall 
finance $ of the costs through cash and 
in-kind contributions, The Grantor agrees to 
grant to Grantee a sum not to exceed $____ 
subject to the terms and conditions 
established by the Grantor; provided, 
however, that the proportionate share of any 
grant funds actually advanced and not 
needed for grant purposes shall be returned 
immediately to the Grantor. The Grantor may 
terminate the grant in whole, or in part, at 
any time before the date of completion, 
whenever it is determined that the Grantee 
has failed to comply with the conditions of 
the grant. In consideration of said grant by 
Grantor to Grantee, to be made pursuant to 
Section 306 (a)(16)(A) of the Consolidated 
Farm and Rural Development Act (7 U.S.C. 
1926 (a)) for the purpose of defraying 
technical assistance and/or training costs as 
permitted by applicable Farmers Home 
Administration regulations: 


Part A 


Grantor and Grantee agree: 

1. This agreement shall be effective when 
executed by both parties. 

2. The scope of work described by the 
applicant in Exhibit 1 shall be completed 
within ___. days from the date of this 
agreement. 

3. Use of grant funds for travel which is 
determined as being necessary to the 
program for which the grant is established 
may be subject to the travel policies of the 
Grantee institution if they are uniformly 
applied regardless of the source of funds in 
determining the amounts and types of 
reimbursable travel expenses of Grantee staff 
and consultants. Where the Grantee 
institution does not have such specific 
policies uniformly applied, the Federal Travel 
Regulations shall apply in determining the 
amount charged to the grant. 

The information collected through the giant 
agreement is required to obtain a Technical 
Assistance and/or Training grant and is used 
to determine that the grant funds are used for 
authorized program purposes. 

Grantee may purchase furniture and office 
equipment only if specifically approved in the 
scope of work. Approval will be given only 
when Grantee demonstrates that purchase is 
necessary. Commercial purchase under these 
circumstances will be approved only after 
consideration of Federal supply sources. 

(a) Expenses and Purchases-Excluded: 

(i) In no event shall the Grantee expend or 
request reimbursement from Federal-share 
funds for obligations entered into or for costs 
incurred or accrued prior to the effective date 
of this grant. 

(ii) Funds budgeted under this grant may 
not be used for entertainment expenses or to 
fund political activities. 

(iii) Funds budgeted under this grant may 
not be used to pay for capital assets, the 
purchase of real estate or vehicles, improve 
or renovate office.space, or repair and 
maintain privately-owned property. 


(iv) Recruit applications for FmHA’s water 
and waste disposal loan and/or grant 
program. 

(v) Duplicate current services, replacement, 
or substitution of support previously 
provided. 

(b) Grant funds shall not be used to replace 
any financial support previously provided for 
or assured from any other source. The 
Grantee agrees that the general level of 
expenditure by the Grantee for the benefit of 
program area and/or program covered by this 
agreement shall be maintained and not 
reduced as a result of the Federal share funds 
received under this grant. 

4, Grant funds will be disbursed by FmHA 
on a reimbursement basis not to exceed one 
advance every 30 days. The financial 
management system of the recipient 
organization shall provide for effective 
control over and accountability for all funds, 
property and other assets. 

(a) As needed, but not more frequently 
than once every 30 days, an original and one 
copy of Standard Form (SF) 270, “Request for 
Advance or Reimbursement” may be 
submitted to FmHA. 

(b) Grantee shall provide satisfactory 
evidence to FmHA that all officers of Grantee 
organization authorized to receive and/or 
disburse Federal funds are covered by such 
bonding and/or insurance requirements as 
are normally required by the Grantee. 

(c) Where the Grantee shall have claimed 
credit for contributions-in-kind to the total 
cost of allowable expenses, the evaluation of 
such contributions-in-kind shall be subject to 
reevaluation by the Grantor at any time, and 
any deficiency so determined by the Grantor 
shall be compensated by supplemental 
contributions by the Grantee as a condition 
for further disbursements by the Grantor. 
Specific procedures for establishing the value 
of in-kind contributions from third parties 
established in OMB Circular A-110 will 
govern such an evaluation. Principles for 
determining cost are set forth in OMB 
Circular A-122 and will be used in cost 
evaluation, 

(d) If for any reason grant funds are 
invested, income earned on such investments 
shall be identified as interest income on grant 
funds and forwarded to the Finance Office, 
FmHA, St. Louis, Missouri. 

5. The Grantee will submit Performance 
and Financial reports as indicated below: 

(a) Quarterly, an original and one copy of 
SF 269, “Financial Status Report,” SF 272, 
“Federal Cash Transactions Report,” (due 15 
working days after end of quarter) and a 
Project Performance report according to the 
schedule below: 


Period Date Due 


(b) Final, an original and 1 copy of SF 269, 
and a Project Performance report according 
to the schedule below: 


Due Date 
Note.—Final reports may serve as the last 
quarterly reports. 


(c) The original and 1 copy of reports and 
forms are to be submitted to the 
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Administrator, Farmers Home 
Administration, Washington, D.C. 20250. 
6. The budget covered by this agreement is: 
(a) Federal Contribution $ -———————_—_ 
Grantee Contribution: 
Cash 
In-kind 
Total $ 
(b) Budget. 


Non-Federal 


Feder- share 


weds [cash [ an | 


(c) In-accordance with OMB Circular A- 
122, compensation for employees will be 
considered reasonable to the extent that such 
compensation is consistent with that paid for 
similar work in order activities of the State or 
local government. 

(d) In accordance with OMB Circular A- 
110, Attachment J, transfers among direct cost 
budget categories of more than 5 percent of 
the total budget must have prior written 
approval by the Administrator, Farmers 
Home Administration. 

7. Grantee responsibility. 

(a) The scope of work is described in the 
attached Exhibit 1. The Grantee accepts 
responsibility for providing technical 
assistance and/or establishing and 
implementing a training program as set forth 
in scope of work. The Grantee shall: 

(i) Identify and evaluate solutions to water 
and waste disposal problems in rural areas. 

(ii) Provide technical assistance and/or 
training to improve operation and 
maintenance of water and waste disposal 
facilities in rural areas. 

(iii) Assist rural communities that have 
decided to submit an application for the 
FmHA Water and Waste Disposal grant 
program in preparing such application. 

(iv) Provide continuing information to 
FmHA on the status of Grantee programs, 
projects, related activities, and problems. 

(b) The Grantee shall inform the Grantor as 
soon as the following types of conditions 
become known: 

(i) Problems, delays, or adverse conditions 
which materially affect the ability to attain 
program objectives, prevent the meeting of 
time schedules or goals, or preclude the 
attainment of project work units by 
established time periods. This disclosure 
shall be accompanied by a statement of the 
action taken or contemplated, and any 
Grantor assistance needed to resolve the 
situation. 

(ii) Favorable developments or events 
which enable meeting time schedules and 
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goals sooner than anticipated or i 
more work units than originally projected. 


Part B 


Grantee agrees: 

1. To comply with property management 
standards established by Attachment N of 
OMB Circular A-110 for expendable and 
nonexpendable personal property. “Personal 
property” means property of any kind except 
real property. It may be tangible—having 
physical existence—or intangible—having no 
physical existence, such as patents, 
inventions, and copyrights. “N: 
personal property” means tangible personal 
property having a useful life of more than one 
year and an acquisition cost of $300-or more 
per unit. A Grantee may use its own 
definition of nonexpendable personal 
property provided that such definition would 
at least include all tangible personal property 
as defined above. “Expendable personal 
property” refers to all tangible personal 
property other than nonexpendable property. 
When nonexpendable tangible property is 
acquired by a Grantee with project funds, 
title shall not be taken by the Federal 
Government but shall be vested in the 
Grantee subject to the following conditions: 

(a} Right to transfer title. For items of 
nonexpendable personal property having a 
unit acquisition cost of $1,000 or more, FmHA 
may reserve the right to transfer the title to 
the Federal Government or to a third party 
named by the Federal Government when 
such third party is otherwise eligible under 
existing statutes. Such reservation shall be 
subject to the following standards: 

(i) The property shall be appropriately 
identified in the grant or otherwise made 
known to the Grantee in writing. 

(ii) FmHA shall issue disposition 
instructions within 120 calendar days after 
the end of the Federal support of the project 
for which it was acquired. If FmHA fails to 
issue disposition instructions within the 120 
calendar day period, the Grantee shall apply 
the standards of Part B1. (b) and (c) of this 
exhibit. 

(iii) When FmHA exercises its right to take 
title, the personal property shall be subject to 
the provisions for federally owned 
nonexpendable property discussed in Part B 
1. (b) and (c) of this exhibit. 

(iv) When title is transferred either to the 
Federal Government or to a third party and 
the Grantee is instructed to ship the property 
elsewhere, the Grantee shall be reimbursed 
by the benefiting Federal agency with an 
amount which is computed by applying the 
percentage of the Grantee participation in the 
cost of the original grant project or program 
to the current fair market value of the 
property, plus any reasonable shipping or 
interim storage cost inc 

(b) Use of other tangible nonexpendable 
property for which the Grantee has title. 

(i) The Grantee shall use the property in 
the project or program for which it was 
acquired as long as needed, whether or not 
the project or program continues to be 
supported by Federal funds. When it is no 
longer needed for the original project or 
program, the Grantee shall use the property 
in connection with its other Federally 
sponsored activities, in the following order of 
priority: 


(1) Activities sponsored by FmHA. 

(2) Activities sponsored by other Federal 
agencies. 

(ii) Shared use. During the time that 
nonexpendable personal property is held for 
use on the project or program for which it 
was acquired, the Grantee shall make it 
available for use on other projects or 
programs if such other use will not interfere 
with the work on the project or program for 
which the property was originally acquired. 
First preference for such other use shall be 
given to projects or programs sponsored by 
FmHA; second, preference shall be given to 
projects or programs sponsored by other 
Federal agencies. If the property is owned by 
the Federal Government, use on other 
activities not sponsored by the Federal 
Government shall be permissible if 
authorized by FmHA. User charges should be 
considered if appropriate. 

(c) Disposition of other nonexpendable 
property. When the Grantee no longer needs 
the property as provided in Part B 1. (b} of 
this exhibit, the propertv may be used for 
other activities in accordance with the 
following standards: 

(i) Nonexpendable property with a unit 
acquisition cost of less than $1,000. The 
Grantee may use the property for other 
activities without reimbursement to the 
Federal Government or sell the property and 
retain the proceeds. 

(ii) Nonexpendable personal property with 
a unit acquisition cost of $1,000 or more. The 
Grantee may retain the property for other use 
provided that compensation is made to 
FmHA or its successor. The amounts of 
compensation shall be computed by applying 
the percentage of Federal participation in the 
cost of the origina} project or program to 
current fair market value of.the property. If 
the Grantee has no need for the property and 
the property has further use value, the 
Grantee shall request disposition instructions 
from the original Grantor agency. 

(iii) FmHA shall determine whether the 
property can be used to meet the agency's 
requirements. If no requirement exists within 
that agency, the availability of the Federal 
Property Management Regulations (FPMR), to 
the General Services Administration 
FmHA to determine whether a requirement 
for the property exists in other Federal 
agencies. FmHA shall issue instructions to 
the Grantee no later than 120 days after the 
Grantee request and the following procedures 
shall govern: 

(1) If so instructed or if disposition 
instructions are not issued within 120 
calendar days-after the Grantee’s request, the 
Grantee shall sell the property and reimburse 
FmHA an amount computed by applying to 
the original project or program. However, the 
Grantee shall be permitted to deduct and 
retain from the Federal share $100 or ten 
percent of the proceeds, whichever is greater, 
for the Grantee's selling and handling 
expenses. 

(2) If the Grantee is instructed to dispose of 
the property other than as described in Part B 
1. (b) and (c) of this exhibit, the Grantee shall 
be reimbursed by FmHA for such costs 
incurred in its disposition. 

(3) Preperty management standards for 
nonexpendable property. The Grantee's 
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property management standards for 
nonexpendable personal property shall 
include the following procedural 
requirements: 

(a) Property records shall be maintained 
accurately and shall include: 

(i) A description of the property. 

(i) Manufacturer’s serial number, model 
number, Federal stock number, national stock 
number, or other identification number. 

(77) Sources of the property including grant 
or other agreement number. 

(fv) Whether title vests in the Grantee or 
the Federal Government. 

(v) Acquisition date (or date received, if the 
property was furnished by the Federal 
Government) and cost. 

(vi) Percentage (at the end of the budget 
year) of Federal participation in the cost of 
the project or program for which the property 
was acquired. (Not applicable to property 
furnished by the Federal Government.) 

(vii) Location, use and condition of the 
property and the date the information was 
reported. 

(viii) Unit acquisition cost. 

(ix) Ultimate disposition data, including 
date of disposal and sales price or the 
method used to determine current fair market 
value where a Grantee compensates the 
Federal agency for its share. 

(6) Property owned by the Federal 
Government must be marked to indicate 
Federal ownership. 

(c) A physical inventory of property shall 
be taken and the results reconciled with the 
property records at least once every two 
years. Any differences between quantities 
determined by the physical inspection and 
those shown in the accounting records shall 
be investigated to determine the causes of the 
difference. The Grantee shall, in connection 
with the inventory, verify the existence, 
current utilization, and continued need for the 
property. 

(d) A control system shal! be in effect to 
ensure adequate safeguards to prevent loss, 
damage, or theft of the property. Any loss; 
damage, or the theft of nonexpendable 
property shall be investigated and fully 
documented; if the propertv. was owned by 
the Federal Government, the Grantee shall 
promptly notify FmHA. 

(e) Adequate maitenance procedures shall 
be implemented to keep the property in good 
condition. 

(f) Where the Grantee is authorized or 
required to sell the property, proper sales 
procedures shall be established which would 
provide for competition to the extent 
practicable and result in the highest possible 
return. 

(g) Expendable personal property shall vest 
in the Grantee upon acquisition. If there is a 
residual inventory of such property exceeding 
$1,000 in total aggregate fair market value, 
upon termination or completion of the grant 
and if the property is not needed for any 
other federally sponsored project or program, 
the Grantee shall retain the property for use 
on nonfederally sponsored activities, or sell 
it, but must in either case compensate the 
Federal Government for its share. The 
cmount of compensation shall be computed 
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in the same manner as nonexpendable 
personal property. 

2. To provide Financial Management 
Systems which will include: 

{a) Accurate, current, and complete 
disclosure of the financial results of each 
grant. Financial reporting will be on an 
accrual basis. 

(b) Records which identify adequately the 
source and application of funds for grant- 
supported activities. Those records shall 
contain information pertaining to grant 
awards and authorizations, obligations, 
unobligated balances, assets, liabilities, 
outlays, and income. 

{c) Effective control over and 
accountability for all funds, property and 
other assets. Grantees shall adequately 
safeguard all such assets and shall assure 
that they are used soley for authorized 
purposes. 

(d) Accounting records supported by 
source documentation. 

3. To retain financial records, supporting 
documents, statistical records, and all other 
records pertinent to the grant for a period of 
at least three years after grant closing except 
that the records shall be retained beyond the 
three-year period if audit findings have not 
been resolved. The Grantor and the 
Comptroller Genera! of the United States, or 
any of their duly authorized representatives, 
shall have access to any books,-documents, 
papers, and records of the Grantee which are 
pertinent to the specific grant program for the 
purpose of making audit, examination, 
excerpts, and transcripts. 

4. Provide an audit report prepared in 
accordance with OMB Circular A-110, 
Attachment F, within 90 days after project 
completion. 

5. To account for and to return to Grantor 
interest earned on grant funds pending their 
disbursement for program purposes. See Part 
A 4.{d) of this exhibit. 

6. Not to encumber, transfer, or dispose of 
the property or any part thereof, furnished by 
the Grantor or acquired wholly or in part 
with Grantor funds without the written 
consent of the Grantor except as provided in 
Part B 1 of this exhibit. 

7. To provide Grantor with such periodic 
reports as it may require of Grantee 
operations by designated representative of 
the Grantor. 

8. To execute Form FmHA 400-1, “Equal 
Opportunity Agreement,” Form FmHA 400-4, 
“Assurance Agreement,” and to execute any 
other-agreements required by Grantor to 
implement the civil rights requirements. 

9. That, upon any default under its 
representations or agreements set forth in 
this instrument, Grantee, at the option and 
demand of Grantor, will to the extent legally 
permissable, repay to the Grantor forthwith 
the original principal amount of the grant 
stated herein above, with interest accruing 
thereon from the date of default at the market 
rate for water and waste disposal loan 
assistance in effect on the date hereof or at 
the time the default occurred. Default by the 
Grantee will constitute termination of the 
grant thereby causing cancellation of Federal 
assistance under the grant. The provisions of 


this Grant Agreement may be enforced by the 
Grantor, at its option and without regard to: 
(a) Prior waivers by it of previous defaults of 
Grantee, (b) by judicial proceedings to 
require specific performance of the terms of 
this Grant Agreement, (c) by such other 
proceedings in law or equity, in either 
Federal or State courts, as may be deemed 
necessary by Grantor to assure compliance 
with the provisions of this Grant Agreement 
and, (d) the laws and regulations under 
which this grant is made. 

10. That no member of Congress shall be 
permitted any share or part of this grant or 
any benefit that may arise therefrom; but this 
provision shall not be construed to bar as a 
contractor under the Grant a private 
nonprofit organization whose membership 
might include a member of Congress. 

11. That all nonconfidential information 
resulting from its activities shall be made 
available to the general public on an equal 
basis. 

12. That the purpose and scope of work for 
which this grant is made shall not duplicate 
programs for which monies have been 
received, are committed, or are applied for 
from other sources, public and private. 

13. That the Grantee shall relinquish any 
and all copyrights and/or privileges to the 
materials developed under this grant, such 
material being the sole property of the 
Federal Government. In the event anything 
developed under this grant is published in 
whole or in part, the material shall contain 
notice and be identified by language to the 
following effect: “The material is the result of 
tax-supported research and as such is not 
copyrightable. It may be freely reprinted with 
the customary crediting of the source.” 

14. That the Grantee shall abide by the 
policies promulgated in OMB Circular A-110, 
Attachment O, which provides standards for 
use by Grantees in establishing procedures 
for the procurement of supplies, equipment, 
and other services with Federal grant funds. 

15. To the following termination provisions: 

(a) Termination for cause. The Grantor 
agency may terminate any grant in whole, or 
in part, at any time before the date of 
completion, wherever it is determined that 
the Grantee has failed to comply with the 
conditions of the grant. The Grantor agency 
shall promptly notify the Grantee in writing 
of the determination and the reasons for the 
termination, together with the effective date. 
Grants can be terminated for cause such as: 
failure to use funds for authorized purposes, 
poor progress, untimely reports, no progress, 
and failure to properly account for 
expenditures or property. 

(b) Termination for convenience. The 
Grantor agency or Grantee may terminate 
grants in whole, or in part, when both parties 
agree that the continuation of the project 
would not produce beneficial results 
commensurate with the further expenditure 
of funds. The two parties shall agree upon the 
termination conditions, including the 
effective date and, in the case of partial 
terminations, the portion to be terminated. 
The Grantee shall not incur new obligations 
for the terminated portion after the effective 
date, and shall cancel as many outstanding 


3441 


obligations as possible. The Grantor agency 
shall allow full credit to the Grantee for the 
Federal share of the noncancelable 
obligations, properly incurred by the Grantee 
prior to termination. Disposition of 
expandable and nonexpendable personal 
property will be in accordance with the 
standards of Part B1. of this exhibit. 

16. As a condition of this grant or 
Cooperative Agreement, the recipient assures 
and certifies that it is in compliance with and 
will comply in the course of the Agreement 
with all applicable laws, regulations, 
Executive Orders and other generally 
applicable requirements, including those set 
out in 7 CFR 3015.205b, which hereby are 
incorporated in this Agreement by reference, 
and such statutory provisions as are 
specifically set for herein. 


Part C 


Grantor Agrees: 

1. That it will assist Grantee, within 
available appropriations , with such technical 
assistance as Grantor deems appropriate in 
planning the project. 

2. That at its sole discretion, Grantor may 
at any time give any consent, deferment, 
subordination, release, satisfaction, or 
termination of any or all of Grantee's grant 
obligations, with or without valuable 
consideration, upon such terms and 
conditions as Grantor may determine to be 
(a) advisable to further the purposes of the 
grant or to protect Grantor's financial interest 
therein, and (b) consistent with both the 
statutory purposes of the grant and the 
limitations of the statutory authority which it 
is made. 

This agreement is subject to current 
Grantor regulations and any future 
regulations not inconsistent with the express 
terms hereof. 


Grantee on 19____, has 
caused this agreement to be executed by its 
duly authorized and attested 
and its corporate seal affixed by its duly 
authorized 

Attest: 

Grantee 


By 
(Title) 
Grantor 
United States of America 


Farmers Home Administration 
By 


(Title) 
Dated: January 28, 1987. 


Vance L. Clark, 


Administrator, Farmers Home 
Administration. 


[FR Doc. 87-2137 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3410-07-M 





3442 


NUCLEAR REGULATORY 
COMMISSION 


10 CFR Part 2 


Issuance or Amendment; Power 
Reactor License or Permit Following 
Initial Decision 


AGENCY: Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission. 


ACTION: Proposed rule. 


SUMMARY: The Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission proposes to amend its 
regulation that specifies when a license, 
permit, or amendment can be issued 
following an initial adjudicatory 
decision resolving all issues before the 
presiding officer in favor of authorizing 
the issuance or amendment of a license 
or permit. Changes are proposed to 
simplify and clarify the existing rule and 
to delete language in the regulation 
emanating from Three Mile Island- 
related regulatory policies, action upon 
which has now been completed. This 
proposed rule supersedes two prior 
proposed rules entitled “Possible 
Amendments to ‘Immediate 
Effectiveness’ Rules,” published May 22, 
1980 (45 FR 34279), and “Commission 
Review Procedures for Power Reactor 
Construction Permits; Immediate 
Effectiveness Rule,” published October 
25, 1982 (47 FR 47260). 
DATES: Comment period expires April 6, 
1987. Comments received after this date 
will be considered if practicable to do 
so, but assurance of consideration can 
be given only for comments filed on or 
before that date. 
ADDRESSES: Submit written comments 
to: Secretary, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission, Washington, DC 20555, 
ATTN: Docketing and Service Branch. 
Hand deliver comments to: Room 1121, 
1717 H Street, NW., Washington, DC, 
between 8:15 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. 
Examine comments received at: The 
NRC Public Document Room, 1717 H St., 
NW., Washington, DC. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Paul Bollwerk, Attorney, Office of the 
General Counsel, U.S. Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission, Washington, 
DC 20555, Telephone: 202-634-3224. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


I. Introduction 


Prior to the March 1979 accident at 
Three Mile Island, Unit 2 (TMI-2), 10 
CFR 2.764 authorized the Director of 
Nuclear Reactor Regulation to issue 
construction permits, operating licenses, 
and amendments to such permits and 
licenses immediately following the 
issuance of a favorable Atomic Safety 
and Licensing Board decision on a 


pending application without regard to 
whether an administrative appeal was 
filed. Shortly after the accident, 
however, the Commission recognized 
that the various investigations into the 
accident were likely to result in 
significant changes in the Commission’s 
regulatory policy and in power reactor 
licensing procedures, making the 
previous “immediate effectiveness” 
practice inappropriate. 44 FR 58559 
(October 10, 1979). To ensure that such 
changes were incorporated properly into 
the licensing process, the Commission 
provided in a new Appendix B to 10 CFR 


Part 2 that no initial decision authorizing 


issuance of a nuclear power reactor 
construction permit, limited work 
authorization, or operating license could 
become “effective,” in the sense that the 
permit or license may then be issued by 
the Director of the appropriate NRC 
staff office, prior to Atomic Safety and 
Licensing Appeal Board and 
Commission “effectiveness” reviews (44 
FR 65249 (November 9, 1979)). In 
addition, in the new Appendix B, the 
Commission set forth a general 
statement of policy on the implications 
of the TMI-2 accident for Licensing and 
Appeal Board interpretation of 
regulations and regulatory policy. Jd. 
Eventually these revised effectiveness 
procedures and the TMI-related 
guidance were incorporated into the 
language of § 2.764 (46 FR 28627 (May 
28, 1981)). 

On the basis of the experience gained 
in reviewing operating license decisions 
subsequent to the TMI-2 accident, the 
Commission thereafter revised its 
practice relating to the effectiveness of 
operating license initial decisions. For 
instance, under current regulations 
review by an Appeal Board is no longer 
included as part of the effectiveness 
review procedure for full-power 
operating license decisions. 10 CFR 
2.764(f). Also, prior agency practice 
applicable to operating license decisions 
now has been reinstated partially in that 
decisions regarding fuel loading and low 
power testing are again immediately 
effective. Jd. 2.764(f)(1) (published at 46 
FR 47764 (September 30, 1981)). 

In addition to these regulatory 
changes, the Commission has put forth 
several rulemaking proposals to revise 
the existing scheme for the effectiveness 
of initial decisions regarding 
construction permits. These proposals 
were designed to deal with a number of 
concerns, including whether review of 
site-related issues in potentially 
troublesome cases should be advanced 
before large sums of money are 
committed and construction sites are 
altered irrevocably. (45 FR 34279 (May 
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22, 1980) and 47 FR 47260 (October 25, 
1982)). 

After reviewing again the operation of 
its current effectiveness provisions and 
the outstanding rulemaking proposals, 
the Commission believes that further 
revisions are appropriate. 


II. Proposed Revisions to “Immediate 
Effectiveness” Rule 


A. General Provisions on Issuance of 
Licenses and License Amendments 
Following a Favorable Initial Decision 


Under existing paragraph (a) of 
§ 2.764, subject to certain stated 
exceptions, an initial decision rendered 
in a formal adjudicatory proceeding 
conducted under 10 CFR Part 2, Subpart 
G, supporting the issuance or 
amendment of a construction permit, a 
construction authorization, or an 
operating license is immediately 
effective. The exceptions are (1) an 
authorization under 10 CFR Part 72 
allowing construction and operation of 
an independent spent fuel storage 
installation, (2) certain authorizations 
under 10 CFR Part 60 regarding any 
high-level radioactive waste storage 
facility, (3) an authorization regarding 
issuance of a construction permit or 
operating license for power reactors 
under 10 CFR Part 50, (4) any instance 
when a presiding officer finds that good 
cause exists why the initial decision 
should not become immediately 
effective, and (5) any special 
circumstance in which the Commission 
issues an order to the contrary. Further, 
except in instances covered by these 
exceptions, under paragraph (b) of 
§ 2.764, the Director of the NRC staff 
office with delegated jurisdiction over 
the subject matter of the application is 
to issue the permit, license, or 
amendment within ten days of an initial 
decision favorable to issuance. 

The major substantive changes in 
§ 2.764 that are now proposed, and that 
are discussed more fully in section ILB., 
concern initial decisions relating to 
construction permits and operating 
licenses that are covered in paragraphs 
(e) and (f) of the current rule. In 
addition, some clarifying revisions have 
been made to the other provisions of the 
existing rule that require explanation. 

The language of paragraph (a) and 
other portions of the proposed rule have 
been revised to clarify the relationship 
between the presiding officer's initial 
decision and issuance of a license. The 
proposed rule would indicate that an 
initial decision only serves to resolve 
those issues pending before the 
presiding officer; though a necessary 
step toward issuance of a license in 
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adjudicated cases, an initial decision 
does not itself constitute the issuance of 
a license or an amendment. The act of 
issuing a license or amendment is 
ultimately within the province of the 
Director of the appropriate NRC staff 
office under authority delegated by the 
Commission. See, e.g., 10'CFR 2.760a, 
50.50, 50.92(a). Such issuance takes 
place only after the Director has made 
all the appropriate findings required by 
the Atomic Energy Act and agency 
regulations on the basis of the presiding 
officer's decision on contested matters 
and the staff's review of other matters. 
The provisions of the proposed rule 
have been revised to emphasize this 
distinction. 

Under the proposed rule, an initial 
decision by a Licensing Board that 
resolves all contested issues in favor of 
an applicant is “immediately effective” 
in the sense that a necessary step 
toward license issuance has been taken. 
But the proposed rule also would add 
language to paragraph (a) to make it 
clear that a stay order issued in 
accordance with § 2.788 would suspend 
the effectiveness of any initial decision, 
thereby blocking license issuance until 
the stay is lifted. The proposed rule 
would continue to indicate that the 
Commission itself can issue an order 
suspending the effectiveness of an initial 
decision. 

The Commission further proposes to 
make certain clarifying changes relating 
to the other stated exceptions to the 
general rule in § 2.764(a) that an initial 
decision resolving all issues in favor of 
authorizing the issuance of a license is 
immediately effective. The rule as 
proposed continues the existing 
references to Part 72 and Part 60 
proceedings as exceptions to immediate 
effectiveness under paragraphs (c) and 
(d). In addition, incorporated into 
paragraph (d) of the proposed rule is the 
language of existing § 2.765 relating to 
low-level waste disposal licensed under 
10 CFR Part 61. Retaining § 2.765 as a 
separate provision is unnecessarily 
duplicative. 

Under paragraph (b), a Director's 
authority to issue a license subsequent 
to an initial decision will continue to be 
subject to the existing exceptions as 
well as an additional exception in 
paragraph (e), which sets forth the 
particular practice relating to a 
Director's issuance of a full-power 
operating license for a reactor. Existing 
§ 2.764(b) nonetheless has been revised 
to indicate that license issuance by the 
Director is to occur promptly after the 
Director is able to make the appropriate 
licensing findings. This reference to the 
Director's licensing findings is another 


explicit recognition that certain 
additional findings are a prerequisite to 
license issuance even after entry of an 
initial decision that resolves in the 
applicant's favor all contested issues 
raised in an adjudicatory proceeding. 


B. Initial Licensing Decisions Regarding 
Reactor Construction Permits and 
Operating Licenses 


Under the existing § 2.764(e)(2), a 
Licensing Board's initial decision 
supporting issuance of a construction 
permit cannot become effective until an 
Appeal Board, in accordance with 10 
CFR 2.788, decides any stay motion filed 
or, if no. such motion is submitted, 
makes its own determination about 
whether a stay should be granted. The 
Appeal Board has sixty days within 
which to make its determination. In 
addition, under § 2.764(e)(3), an initial 
decision on a construction permit cannot 
become effective until the Commission, 
of its own accord, has reviewed and 
issued a decision on the Appeal Board's 
determination on whether a stay should 
be granted. This is to be completed 
within twenty days of receipt of the 
Appeal Board’s decision but, in any 
event, the initial decision will not 
become effective until the Commission 
issues its determination. 

Under the revisions now proposed to 
§ 2.764, the language of paragraph (e) of 
existing § 2.764 would be deleted 
entirely and paragraphs (a) and (b) 
would be worded to indicate that initial 
decisions regarding construction permits 
are excluded from the immediate 
effectiveness provision altogether. 
Although the Commission's notices of 
proposed rulemaking published in 1980 
and 1982 discussed several possible 
revisions of the existing procedures, the 
Commission does not believe that 
further consideration of those proposals 
at this time would be fruitful. The 
outstanding rulemaking proposals and 
the comments thereon are dated and 
would not provide the best foundation 
for further Commission consideration of 
appropriate regulatory changes. 
Moreover, there currently are no 
construction permit applications 
pending with the Commission nor have 
any been filed for the past several years, 
making Commission consideration of the 
matter somewhat academic. 
Nonetheless, given the Commission's 
general concern that existing 
effectiveness procedures need to be 
revised, retaining the present provision 
would be misleading and somewhat 
inconsistent. The Commission thus has 
decided simply to remove power reactor 
construction permit initial decisions 
from § 2.764. However, the Commission 
has directed the NRC staff to undertake 
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consideration of how the effectiveness 
of initial decisions on such permits 
should be handled in the context of 
staff's ongoing review of appropriate 
licensing procedures for standardized 
reactor design applications.' 

Under the existing § 2.764(f), an initial 
decision regarding a license to operate a 
power reactor above five percent rated 
power cannot become effective until the 
Commission, on its own motion, has 
issued a decision that a stay of 
effectiveness is not necessary. Absent 
such an affirmative Commission 
decision, which is to be issued within 
thirty days of Commission receipt of the 
Licensing Board's decision, the initial 
decision will not become effective. The 
proposed rule does not retain the 
requirement that the Commission itself 
make an affirmative determination that 
an initial decision favorable to the 
applicant should become effective 
during the period when formal review of 
the initial decision is ongoing. 
Consistent with the foregoing 
discussion, such initial decisions will 
become effective immediately upon 
issuance. 

Such a decision by itself, however, 
will not be sufficient to authorize the 
Director of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 
to issue a full-power license. As is 
indicated in paragraph (e)(1), in the 
exercise of its inherent supervisory 
power over proceedings conducted by 
its adjudicatory boards, see Public 
Service Co. of New Hampshire 
(Seabrook Station, Units 1 and 2), CLI- 
77-8, 5 NRC 503, 516-17 (1977), the 
Commission will undertake its own 
supervisory examination of the matters 
contested before the Licensing Board to 
determine if any cause exists for 
suspending the effectiveness of the 
Licensing Board’s initial decision. As 
paragraph (e)(1) indicates, this 
supervisory examination is to be 
finished prior to issuance of a license 
authorizing operation above five percent 
of rated power, and notification that it 
has been completed must be received by 
the Director before license issuance. 
While the conduct of this supervisory 
examination is a prerequisite to 
issuance of such a license, the 
Commission need not reach or announce 
any affirmative decision on contested 
matters, and generally will not do so, 
unless the Commission concludes from 


‘In the absence of a particular rule, the 
Commission could establish effectiveness 
procedures for construction permit decisions on a 
case-by-case basis if necessary. See West Chicago 
x, NRC, 701 F.2d 632, 646-47 {7th Cir. 1982). If 
circumstances.so justified, the procedures could 
provide for the immediate effectiveness of an initial 
decision on a construction permit application. 
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the examination that Commission 
intervention in the adjudicatory process 
is appropriate. 

In the course of its supervisory 
examination of contested matters the 
Commission intends to consider all 
pertinent information relating to facility 
operation, including information on 
ongoing investigations. Since this 
supervisory examination is not in any 
way a part of the adjudicatory 
proceeding, the ex parte and separation 
of functions constraints applicable to 
communications to the Commission 
during adjudications would not be 
applicable to bar Commission 
consideration of any investigation 
information. Also, because its 
supervisory examination is not a part of 
the adjudicatory proceeding, the 
Commission will not entertain 
unsolicited comments or requests from 
the parties concerning its supervisory 
examination. Rather, as § 2.764(e)(1) 
suggests, any party wishing to stay the 
effectiveness of an initial decision in 
order to preclude license issuance 
should file a motion with the presiding 
officer, the Appeal Board, or the 
Commission in accordance with 10 CFR 
2.788. 

In addition to a supervisory 
examination of contested issues under 
proposed § 2.764(e)(2), prior to issuance 
of a license authorizing operation above 
five percent of rated power the 
Commission will consider the NRC 
staff's reviews relative to those matters 
that were not contested before the 
Licensing Board but nonetheless must be 
the subject of appropriate findings by 
the Director in accordance with 10 CFR 
50.57(a) before a license can issue. See 
10 CFR 2.760a. Under proposed 
paragraph (e)(2), the Commission will 
issue a notification that it has completed 
its review of the NRC staff's findings on 
uncontested issues and a determination 
that those findings provide an 
appropriate basis for issuance of the 
license. Only after this Commission 
authorization is given will the Director 
be able to issue a license for operation 
above five percent of rated power. 

As § 2.764(e) states, it is the 
Commission's intention that its 
supervisory examination of contested 
matters and its review of uncontested 
issues be completed prior to the time a 
facility is ready for operation above five 
percent of rated power. To ensure that 
the Commission can do so’in a timely 
manner, paragraph (e)(3) of the rule 
imposes upon the Director the 
responsibility to keep the Commission 
informed of the expected date when the 
facility involved will be ready for full- 
power operation. Because it is the 


Commission's intention that, absent 
unusual circumstances, a full-power 
license.should not be issued until shortly 
before a facility is ready for full-power 
operation, the Director's representations 
will provide the timetable for 
Commission completion of its 
supervisory examination of contested 
issues under paragraph (e)(1) and its 
review of uncontested issues under 
paragraph (e)(2). 

Finally, proposed paragraph (e)(4) 
indicates that, in the event the 
Commission determines on the basis of 
its supervisory examination of contested 
issues or its review of uncontested 
issues that Commission action is 
necessary, any suspension of the 
effectiveness of the Licensing Board's 
decision or substantial postponement of 
the Director's issuance of the license 
will include a written statement of the 
reasons for that suspension or 
postponement. That suspension or 
postponement will not be open ended, 
but instead will be limited to such 
period as is necessary for the 
Commission to accept appropriate 
submissions from the applicant, the NRC 
staff, and any other party to the 


licensing proceeding with respect to any . 


contested issue or from the applicant 
with respect to any uncontested issue 
and to resolve the issues. 

Under this proposed procedure for 
full-power operating licenses, judicial 
review of the issuance of a license 
following an initial decision will be 
appropriate only in two circumstances: 
(1) Upon final agency action on a stay 
motion filed in accordance with § 2.788 
or (2) upon the completion of the process 
of agency appellate review of an initial 
decision. Any other attempt to seek 
judicial review regarding an initial 
decision authorizing operation will be 
challenged by the agency for failure to 
exhaust administrative remedies. 
Moreover, with regard to the first 
circumstance, the appropriate subject of 
any judicial challenge to final agency 
action on a stay motion would be the 
propriety of the agency's determination 
to issue or withhold a stay, not the 
merits of the initial decision for which 
the stay is sought. 

C. TMI-Related Provisions 

As was noted earlier, the Commission 
has provided the Licensing and Appeals 
Boards with guidance on how to factor 
into the adjudicatory process the 
various regulatory changes resulting 
from the TMI-2 accident. Paragraphs 
(e)(1){ii) and (f)(1)(ii) of existing § 2.764 
direct the Licensing Boards that in 
considering construction permit or 
operating license applications they 
should “interpret existing regulations 
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and regulatory policies with due 
consideration to the implications for 
those regulations and policies of the 
Three Mile Island Accident.” A similar 
reminder is given to the Appeal Boards 
under § 2.764(e)(2)(ii) with regard to 
their consideration of construction 
permit stay requests. Further, paragraph 
(f)(1){ii) relating to Licensing Board 
consideration of operating license 
applications states that “[i]n this regard 
it should be understood that as a result 
of [TMI-related] analyses under way the 
Commission may change its present 
regulations and regulatory policies in 
important respects and that compliance 
with existing regulations may turn out to 
no longer warrant approval of a license 
application.” 

While the Commission remains 
acutely aware of the need for this 
agency and the nuclear industry to 
remain alert to the implications an 
consequences of the TMI-2 accident, 
nonetheless the specific Commission 
guidance provided in §-2.764 and various 
Commission policy statements relating 
to the litigation of TMI-related issues 
has become superfluous. In the six years 
since the accident, the agency has 
identified various “lessons learned” 
from the TMI-2 accident, which are 
embodied in NUREG-0737, 
“Clarificaiton of TMI Action Plan 
Requirements.” 2 It has implemented 
changes to update regulatory 
requirements on the basis of these 
“lessons” through specific license 
conditions, orders, and regulations. See, 
e.g., 10 CFR 50.44 (hydrogen control); 
50.47, 50.54(s), and Appendix E to Part 
50 (emergency planning); 50.54(w) 
(property insurance); Part 55 (operator 
training). The NRC staff has advised the 
Commission that all applicable NUREG- 
0737 action items are covered by 
regulatory changes and that a license 
applicant's compliance with existing 
regulations is a sufficient response to all 
applicable TMI-2 accident “lessons 
learned.” As a result, the Commission 
has reassessed a number of its existing 
policy statements on TMI-related 
requirements and will be publishing a 
notice that rescinds previous superseded 
policy statements and sets forth the 
Commission's updated policy on 
litigation of TMI-realted issues. Further, 


2 NUREG-series reports referenced in this 
document are available for inspection and. copying 
for a fee in the NRC Public Document Room, 1717 H 
Street, NW., Washington, DC. These reports may be 
purchased from the U.S. Government Printing Office 
by calling 202-275-2060 or by writing this office at 
P.O. Box 37082, Washington, D.C. 20013-7082. They 
also may be purchased from the National Technical 
Information Service, U.S. Department of Commerce, 
5285 Port Royal Road, Springfield, VA 22161. 
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the Commission proposes this notice to 
delete the references to TMI-2 action 
items in existing § 2.764(e)(1)(ii), 
(e)(2)(ii), (f)(2){ii). 


Additional Views of Commissioner 
Bernthal 


For several years it has been 
Commission practice to convene a pubic 
meeting before a nuclear power plant 
license issues. At that meeting, NRC 
technical staff, the applicant, and other 
interested parties are given the’ 
opportunity to comment on whether the 
Commission should permit “immediate 
effectiveness” of any Licensing Board 
decision authorizing full power 
operation for a commercial nuclear 
power plant. Generally speaking, 
following presentations from interested 
parties, the Commission publicly votes 
on the question of whether or not a 
license should issue. 

This proposed rule suggests that such 
meetings no longer be held. Instead, the 
Commission would conduct a 
supervisory examination of contested 
issues and a review of uncontested 
matters to determine whether the 
Licensing Board's decision should be 
suspended or not. Via written public 
notice, the Commission would then 
simply communicate the results of its 
review to the Director of Nuclear 
Reactor Regulation. 

The public may wish to consider the 
question of whether the Commission 
should continue its past practice of 
holding open meetings as described 
above, or whether the procedure 
outlined in this proposed rule 
adequately serves public interest in the 
results of the Commission's supervisory 
review of any issues that may be 
associated with an application for a full- 
power license. 


Environmental Impact: Categorical 
Exclusion 


The NRC has determined that this 
proposed regulation is the type of action 
described in categorical exclusion 10 
CFR 51.22(c)(1). Therefore, neither an 
environmental impact statement nor an 
environmental assessment has been 
prepared for this proposed regulation. 


Paperwork Reduction Review 


This proposed rule contains no new or | 


amended information collection 
requirements and therefore is not 
subject to the requirements of the 
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980 (44 
U.S.C.. 3501 et seq.). 


Regulatory Analysis 


The existing requirements governing 
the effectiveness of initial decisions 
regarding construction permits and full- 


power operating licenses act to delay 
automatic issuance of a license 
following a Licensing Board's favorable 
initial decision until such time as the 
Appeal Board or the Commission has 
had an opportunity to review and make 
an affirmative determination about 
whether the decision should become 
effective. The alternative put forth in 
this proposed rule with regard to full- 
power operating license initial decisions 
reduces the potential for administrative 
delay inherent in the existing process 
while ensuring that mechanisms are 
available, whether in the form of stay 
requests filed under 10 CFR 2.788 or 
through the Commission's supervisory 
examination or review detailed in 
proposed § 2.764(e)(1), (2), to postpone 
license issuance in appropriate 
circumstances. 

Some revision of the existing 
requirements for construction permits 
also appears appropriate. However, 
there are no pending construction permit 
applications and none has been filed for 
several years. While the Commission 
could retain the existing immediate 
effectiveness provisions, this would 
create misleading inconsistencies with 
the proposed operating license 
effectiveness procedures. The 
Commission therefore proposes as an 
alternative the removal of construction 
permit initial decisions from § 2.764 with 
the expressed intent to revisit the issue 
of the appropriate effectiveness scheme 
after additional staff study. 

Finally, the Commission's previous 
concern that the implications of the 
TMI-2 accident be incorporated 
appropriately into the licensing process 
has now been resolved. Retention of the 
TMI-2 related provisions of the current 
immediate effectiveness rule therefore is 
unnecessary and would be misleading to 
participants in NRC licensing 
proceedings. Deletion of those 
provisions also is proposed. 

The proposed rule thus constitutes the 
preferred alternative and the cost 
involved in its promulgation and 
application is necessary and 
appropriate. The foregoing discussion 
constitutes the regulatory analysis for 
the proposed rule. 


Backfit Analysis 


This proposed rule does not modify or 
add to systems, structures, components, 
or design of a facility; the design 
approval or manufacturing license for a 
facility; or the procedures or 
organization required to design, 
construct, or operate a facility. 
Accordingly, no backfit analysis 
pursuant to 10 CFR 50.109(c) is required 
for this proposed rule. 
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Regulatory Flexibility Certification 


The proposed rule will not have a 
significant economic impact upon a 
substantial number of small entities. 
Entities seeking construction permits or 
Commission operating licenses that 
would be subject to the revised 
immediate effectiveness provisions 
would not fall within.the definition of 
small businesses found in section 34 of 
the Small Business Act, 15 U.S.C. 632, 
the Small Business Size Standards set 
out in regulations issued by the Small 
Business Administration at 13 CFR Part 
121, or the NRC’s size standards 
published December 9, 1985 (50 FR 
50241). Further, intervenors who 
probably would fall within the pertinent 
Small Business Act definition will not 
encounter a significant economic impact 
from the proposed rule. While the 
proposed rule would no longer afford 
intervenors an opportunity to comment 
directly to the Commission on the issue 
whether an initial decision should be 
immediately effective, the economic 
costs of participating in NRC 
proceedings would not be affected since 
the rule merely redirects such comments 
to an Appeal Board under 10 CFR 2.788, 
the existing regulation governing stays. 
In accordance with the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act, 5 U.S.C. 605(b), the NRC 
hereby certifies that this rule, if 
promulgated, will not have a significant 
economic impact upon a substantial 
number of small entities. 


List of Subjects in 10 CFR Part 12 


Administrative practice and 
procedure, Antitrust, Byproduct 
material, Classified information, 
Environmental protection, Nuclear 
materials, Nuclear power plant and 
reactors, Penalty, Sex discrimination, 
Source material, Special nuclear 
material, Waste treatment and disposal. 


For the reasons set out in the 
preamble and under the authority of the 
Atomic Energy Act-of 1954, as amended, 
the Energy Reorganization Act of 1974, 
as amended, and 5 U.S.C. 553, the NRC 
is proposing to adopt the following 
amendments to 10 CFR Part 2: 


PART 2—RULES OF PRACTICE FOR 
DOMESTIC LICENSING PROCEEDINGS 


1. The authority citation for Part 2 is 
revised to read as follows: 


Authority: Secs. 161, 181, 68 Stat. 948, 953, 
as amended (42 U.S.C. 2201, 2231); sec. 191, as 
amended, Pub. L. 87-615, 76 Stat. 409 (42 
U.S.C. 2241); sec. 201, 88 Stat. 1242, as 
amended (42 U.S.C. 5841); 5 U.S.C. 552. 

Section 2.101 also issued under secs. 53, 62, 
63, 81, 103, 104, 105, 68 Stat. 930, 932, 933, 935, 
936, 937, 938, as amended (42:U.S.C. 2073, 
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2092, 2093, 2111, 2133, 2134, 2135); sec. 102, 
Pub. L. 91-190, 83 Stat. 853, as amended (42 
U.S.C. 4332); sec. 301, 88 Stat. 1248 (42 U.S.C. 
5871). Sections 2.102, 2.103, 2:104, 2.105, 2.721 
also issued under secs. 102, 103, 104, 105, 183, 
189, 68 Stat. 936, 937, 938, 954, 955, as 
amended (42 U.S.C. 2132, 2133, 2134, 2135, 
2233, 2239). Section 2.105 also issued under 
Pub. L. 97-415, 96 Stat. 2073 ( 42 U.S.C. 2239). 
Sections 2.200 through 2.206 also issued under 
secs. 186, 234, 68 Stat. 955, 83 Stat. 444, as 
amended (42 U.S.C. 2236, 2282); sec. 206, 88 
Stat. 1246 (42 U.S.C. 5846). Sections 2.600 
through 2.606 also issued under sec. 102, Pub. 
L. 91-190, 83 Stat. 853, as amended (42 U.S.C. 
4332). Sections 2.700a, 2.719 also issued under 
5 U.S.C. 554. Seetions 2.754, 2.760, 2.770 also 
issued under 5 U.S.C. 557. Section 2.790 also 
issued under sec. 103, 68 Stat. 936, as 
amended (42 U.S.C. 2133} and 5 U.S.C. 552. 
Sections 2.800 and 2.808 also issued under 5 
U.S.C. 553. Section 2.809 also issued under 5 
U.S.C. 553 and sec. 29, Pub. L. 85-256, 71 Stat. 
579, as amended (42 U.S.C. 2039}. Subpart K 
also issued under sec. 189, 68 Stat. 955 (42 
U.S.C. 2239); sec. 134, Pub. L. 97-425, 96 Stat. 
2230 (42 U.S.C. 10154). Appendix A also 
issued under sec. 6, Pub. L. 91-580, 84 Stat. 
1437 (42 U.S.C. 2135). Appendix A also issued 
under sec. 10, Pub. L. 99-240, 99 Stat. 1842 (42 
U.S.C. 2021b et seg.). 


2. Section 2.764 is revised to read as 
follows: 


§ 2.764 issuance or amendment of 


{a} Pending review and final decision 
by the Commission, an initial decision 
resolving all issues before the presiding 
officer in favor of authorizing issuance 
or amendment of a construction permit 
(other than an initial decision regarding 
issuance of a power reactor construction 
permit), of a construction authorization, 
or of an operating license will be 
immediately effective upon issuance 
except— 

(1) As provided in paragraphs (c) 
through (d) of this section; 

(2) As provided in any order issued in 
accordance with § 2.788 that stays the 
effectiveness of an initia) decision; or 

(3) As otherwise provided by the 
Commission in special circumstances. 

(b) The Director of Nuclear Reactor 
Regulation or the Director of Nuclear 
Material Safety and Safeguards, as 
appropriate, notwithstanding the filing 
or pendency of an appeal pursuant to 
§ 2.762 or a petition for review pursuant 
to § 2.786, promptly shall issue a 
construction permit, a construction 
authorization, or an operating license, or 
amendments thereto, following an initial 
decision resolving all issues before the 
presiding officer in favor of the licensing 
action (other than an initial decision 
regarding issuance of a power reactor 
construction permit) upon making the 
appropriate licensing findings, except— 


(1) As provided in paragraphs (c) and 
(e) of this section; 

(2) As provided in any order issued in 
accordance with § 2.788 that stays the 
effectiveness of an initia) decision; or 

(3) As otherwise provided by the 
Commission in special circumstances. 

(c) An initial decision resolving all 
issues before the presiding officer in 
favor of authorizing the issuance of an 
initial license for the construction and 
operation of an independent spent fuel 
storage installation (ISFSI) under 10 CFR 
Part 72 of this chapter may not become 
effective until review by the 
Commission has been completed. The 
Director of Nuclear Material Safety and 
Safeguards may not issue an initial 
license for the construction and 
operation of an independent spent fuel 
storage installation (ISFSI) under 10 CFR 
Part 72 of this chapter until expressly 
authorized to do so by the Commission. 

(d) An initial decision resolving all 
issues before the presiding officer in 
favor of authorizing the issuance of a 
construction authorization or license 
under Part 60 of this chapter (relating to 
disposal of high-level radioactive wastes 
in geologic repositories), of a license 
under Part 61 of this chapter (relating to 
land disposal of radioactive waste), or 
of any amendment to such an 
authorization or a license that 
authorizes actions that may significantly 
affect the health and safety of the 
public, becomes effective only upon 
order of the Commission. The Director 
of Nuclear Material Safety and 
Safeguards may not issue a construction 
authorization or a license under Part 60 
of this chapter, a license under Part 61 of 
this chapter, or any amendment to such 
an authorization or a license that may 
significantly affect the health and safety 
of the public until expressly authorized 
to do so by the Commission. 

(e)(1) Before the Director of Nuclear 
Reactor Regulation may issue a license 
for operation of a nuclear power reactor 
above five percent of rated power in 
accordance with paragraph (e)(2) of this 
section, the Commission, in the exercise 
of its supervisory authority over agency 
proceedings, shall undertake and 
complete a supervisory examination of 
those issues contested in the proceeding 
before the Licensing Board to consider 
whether there is any significant basis for 
doubting that the facility will be 
operated with adequate protection of 
the public health and safety, and 
whether the Commission should take 
action to suspend or to otherwise 
condition the effectiveness of a 
Licensing Board decision that resolves 
contested issues in a proceeding in favor 
of authorizing operation above five 
percent of rated power. This supervisory 
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examination is not part of the 
adjudicatory proceeding and the parties 
to the proceeding have no right to file 
pleadings with the Commission with 
regard to this supervisory examination. 
The Commission shall notify the 
Director in writing when its supervisory 
examination conducted in accordance 
with this paragraph has been completed. 

(2) Before the Director of Nuclear 
Reactor Regulation issues a license that 
authorizes operation above five percent 
of rated power, the Commission shall 
review those issues that have not been 
contested in the proceeding before the 
Licensing Board but about which the 
Director must make appropriate findings 
prior to the issuance of such a license. 
The Director shall issue a license for 
operation above five percent of rated 
power only after written notification 
from the Commission of its completion 
of its review under this paragraph and 
of its determination that it is appropriate 
for the Director to issue such a license. 
This Commission review of uncontested 
issues is not part of the adjudicatory 
proceeding and the parties to the 
proceeding have no right to file 
pleadings with the Commission 
concerning this review. 

(3) So that the Commission can 
conduct its supervisory examination of 
contested issues under paragraph (e)(1) 
of this section and its review of 
uncontested issues under paragraph 
(e)(2) of this section in a timely manner, 
the Director of Nuclear Reactor 
Regulation shall keep the Commission 
informed of the date upon which the 
Director anticipates the facility will be 
ready for operation above five percent 
of rated power. 

(4) No suspension of the effectiveness 
of a Licensing Board's initial decision or 
postponement of the Director's issuance 
of a license that results from a 
Commission supervisory examination of 
contested issues under paragraph (e)(1) 
of this section or a review of 
uncontested issues under paragraph 
(e)(2) of this section will be entered 
except in writing with a statement of the 
reasons. Such suspension or 
postponement will be limited to such 
period as is necessary for the Committee 
to resolve the matters at issue. If the 
supervisory examination results in a 
suspension of the effectiveness of the 
Licensing Board's initial decision under 
paragraph (e)(1} of this section, the 
Commission will take review of the 
decision sua sponte and further 
proceedings relative to the contested 
matters at issue will be in accordance 
with procedures for participation by the 
applicant, the NRC staff, or other parties 
to the Licensing Board proceeding 
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established by the Commission in its 
written statement of reasons. If a 
postponement results from a review 
under paragraph (e)(2) of this section, 
comments on the uncontested matters at 
issue may be filed by the applicant 
within ten (10) days of service of the 
Commission's written statement. 


§ 2.765 [Removed] 
3. Section 2.765 is removed. 


Dated at Washington, DC, this 29th day of 
January, 1987. 

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. 
Samuel J. Chilk, 
Secretary of the Commission. 
[FR Doc. 87-2268 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7590-01-M 


FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM 


12 CFR Part 225 
[Regulation Y; Docket No. R-0595] 


Bank Holding Companies and Change 
in Bank Control; Procedures 
Regarding Publication and Processing 
of Notices Filed Under the Change in 
Bank Control Act 


AGENCY: Board of Governors of the 
Federal Reserve System. 


ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking. 


SUMMARY: The Federal Reserve Board is 
proposing to amend Subpart E of its 
Regulation Y, section 225 of Title 12, 
Code of Federal Regulations, to 
implement certain amendments to the 
Change in Bank Control Act (““CBCA”) 
made by section 1360 of the Anti-Drug 
Abuse Act of 1986, Pub. L. 99-570. Under 
this proposal, notificants under the 
CBCA would be required to publish, in a 
newspaper of general circulation in 
communities where the bank or bank 
holding company to be acquired is 
located, an announcement of the 
proposed acquisition no later than 10 
calendar days after the notice has been 
accepted by the appropriate Federal 
Reserve Bank. The proposed regulation 
provides an exception to the publication 
requirement where disclosure would 
threaten the safety or soundness of the 
bank to be acquired. In addtion, 
publication may be delayed by the 
Board for good cause shown. 

The proposed regulation also 
authorizes the Board to extend the 
period of time it has to consider a CBCA 
notice for up to two additional periods 
of 45 days each. 

Finally, as required by the Anti-Drug 
Abuse Act, the proposed regulation 
states that the Board shall conduct an 
investigation of the competence, 


experience, integrity, and financial 
ability of each proposed acquiror and 
shall make an independent 
determination of the accuracy and 
completeness of the informaton 
submitted. A written report of the 
investigation will be prepared which 
will become part of the record. 

DATE: Comments must be received by 
March 6, 1987. 

ADDRESS: All comments, which should 
refer to Docket No. R-0595, should be 
mailed to William W. Wiles, Secretary, 
Board of Governors of the Federal 
Reserve System, Washington, DC 20551, 
or delivered to Room B-2223, 20th and 
Constitution Avenue NW., Washington 
DC, between 8:45 a.m. and 5:15 p.m. 
weekdays. Comments may be inspected 
in Room B-1122 between 8:45 a.m. and 
5:15 p.m. weekdays. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 

J. Virgil Mattingly, Deputy General 
Counsel (202/452-3430), Scott G 
Alvarez, Senior Counsel (202/452-3583), 
Legal Division; or Sidney Sussan, 
Assistant Director (202/452-2638), 
Division of Banking Supervision and 
Regulation, Board of Governors of the 
Federal Reserve System, Washington, 
DC 20551. For the hearing impaired only, 
Telecommunications Service for the 
Deaf, Earnestine Hill or Dorothea 
Thompson (202/452-3544). 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


Background 


Under the CBCA, persons acting 
either individually or in concert to 
acquire control of any insured state 
member bank or bank holding company 
must provide the Board with 60 days 
prior written notice describing the 
proposed acquisition and containing 
certain information concerning the 
financial resources and background of 
the notificant. The transaction may 
proceed at the end of the 60-day period, 
unless the board disapproves the 
transaction or extends the notice period. 
An acquisition may proceed prior to the 
expiration of the 60-day review period if 
the Board issues a written statement of 
its intent not to disapprove the 
transaction. 

On October 27, 1986, the President 
signed into law the Anti-Drug Abuse Act 
of 1986, Pub. L. 99-570. Section 1360 of 
this Act (hereinafter the “1986 
Amendment”) makes several 
amendments to the CBCA that 
necessitate a revision in the Board's 
implementing regulations. 


Publication and Solicitation of 
Comments 


Prior to the 1986 Amendment, the 
CBCA did not require notice to, or 
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solicitation of comments from, the public 
in connection with a notice filed under 
the CBCA. The Board’s regulation 
provided that the Board or the 
appropriate Reserve Bank could solicit 
information or views from any person, 
including any bank or bank holding 
company involved in the notice, and any 
appropriate state, federal or foreign 
governmental authority. (See 12 CFR 
225.43(d)). 

The 1986 Amendment provides that 
the appropriate Federal agency shall 
publish the name of the insured bank or 
bank holding company proposed to be 
acquired and the name of each person 
identified as a person by whom or for 
whom such acquisition is to be made, 
and solicit public comments on the 
proposed acquisition, in particular from 
persons in the geographic area where 
the bank to be acquired is located. 
Publication is not required if the agency 
determines in writing that such 
disclosure or solicitation would 
seriously threaten the safety or 
soundness of the bank or holding 
company to be acquired. 

Regulations promulgated by both the 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation 
(12 CFR 303.4{b)) and the Office of the 
Comptroller of the Currency (12 CFR 
5.50(h)) provide for the public disclosure 
and solicitation of comments by 
requiring the notificant to publish a 
disclosure statement in a newspaper 
serving the community where the head 
office of the bank to be acquired is 
located. 

The Board is proposing to amend its 
regulation in a similar manner to require 
the person or persons seeking to acquire 
a bank or bank holding company to 
publish an announcement of the 
proposed acquisition in a newspaper of 
general circulation in the community in 
which the head office of the state 
member bank or bank holding company 
to be acquired is located and, in the case 
of a bank holding company, in each 
community in which the head office of a 
bank subsidiary of the holding company 
is located. 

The newspaper announcement must 
contain the name of each proposed 
acquirer, the percentage of shares to be 
acquired, the name of each bank or bank 
holding company to be acquired, and, in 
the case of a bank holding company, the 
names of each of its subsidiary banks. 
The announcement must also state that 
any person wishing to comment.on the 
proposed acquisition may do so by 
submitting written comments to the 
appropriate Reserve Bank within 20 
calendar days of publication or such 
shorter period of time as the Board may 
prescribe in a particular case. 
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As proposed, the announcement may 
be published no earlier than 10 calendar 
days before the CBCA notice if filed 
with the appropriate Reserve Bank and 
no later than 10 calendar days after the 
notice has been accepted by the Reserve 
Bank. 

In addition to requiring newspaper 
publication by the notificant, the Board 
proposes to publish notice of filings 
made under the CBCA in the Federal 
Register, including the names of persons 
who propose to acquire control of a 
bank or bank holding company, the 
amount of shares to be acquired, and the 
names of all banks to be acquired. The 
Board proposes that the Federal Register 
notice permit a minimum period of 15 
calendar days for public comment, 
unless the Board determines that the 
public requires shortening or waiving 
this comment period. The Federal 
Register notice will be published upon 
submission to the Reserve Bank of the 
CBCA notice. 

The Board may dispense with public 
notice if it determines in writing that 
such publication and solicitation of 
comment would seriously threaten. the 
safety or soundness of the bank or bank 
holding company to be acquired. Finally, 
the proposed regulation will provide 
that the publication requirement does 
not give any person standing to 
intervene in proceedings on the CBCA 
notice or to appeal or otherwise contest 
the Board’s action regarding a notice. 


Tender Offers 


The Board notes that the FDIC and the 
OCC regulations provide that 
publications of a filing under the CBCA 
may be delayed for up to 34 days after 
the filing in the case of a proposed 
tender offer that requires notice under 
the CBCA and is simultaneously subject 
to the requirements of the Williams Act 
(15 U.S.C. 78m and 78n).? 

The Board’s proposed rule would 
permit the Board, in its discretion, to 
postpone, but not eliminate, the 
publication requirement under the 
CBCA for such period as the Board 
deems appropriate where an acquiring 


1 The tender offer regulations applicable to bank 
holding companies and to state member banks, 17 
CFR 240.14(d) and 12 CFR 206.8, require that an 
offer remain open for at least 20 business days from 
the date the tender offer is first published, sent or 
given to security holders. Shares tendered or 
deposited pursuant to the offer may be withdrawn 
by a depositing shareholder at any time within the 
first 15 business days of the offering. (17 CFR 
240.14(d}{7); 12 CFR 206.8(g}). Under the CBCA, a 
bidder may not purchase shares deposited in 
response to a tender offer in amounts exceeding the 
CBCA limits until the expiration of the review 
period unless notified by the Board at an earlier 
time that the acquisition may commence. 





party requests such delay and 
confidential treatment of a CBCA notice. 


Extension of Time For Disapproving 
Transactions 


Prior to the 1986 Amendment, the 
CBCA authorized the appropriate 
federal agency to extend for up to 30 
days the statutory period in which a 
proposed acquisition could be 
disapproved. The 1986 Amendment 
provides that, in addition to this 30-day 
extension, the appropriate agency may 
authorize two additional extensions of 
not more than 45 days each. In order to 
utilize this authority, the agency must 
determine that: (i) An acquiring party 
has not furnished all the information 
required under section 7(j)(6} of the 
CBCA (12 U.S.C. 1817(j)(6)); (ii) material 
information submitted is substantially 
inaccurate; (iii) an investigation of an 
acquiring party has not been completed 
because of inadequate cooperation or 
delay by the acquiring party; or iv) 
additional time is needed to investigate 
and determine that no acquiring party 
has a record of failing to comply with 
the currency transaction reporting 
requirements of the Bank Secrecy Act, 
subchapter If of chapter 53 of title 31, 
United States Code. 

The Board is proposing to amend 
§ 225.43(c) of its regulations to reflect 
this change in the CBCA. If the Board 
acts under this authority to extend the 
time for disapproval beyond the initial 
30-day extension, the proposed 
regulation requires the Board to notify 
the acquiring party of the reasons for 
such extension, including a statement of 
any information that is determined by 
the Board to be incomplete, inadequate, 
or inaccurate. 

Investigation and Report 

The 1986 Amendment requires the 
appropriate agency to conduct an 
investigation of the competence, 
experience, integrity, and financial 
ability of each person named in a notice 
of a proposed acquisition as a person by 
or for whom such acquisition is to be 
made, and to make an independent 
determination of the accuracy and 
completeness of the information 
required by the CBCA to be submitted to 
the agency. The agency is then required 
to prepare a written report of such 
investigation, which is to become part of 
the record. The Board is proposing to 
amend § 225.43(d) of its regulation to 
reflect this change in the law. 


Interim Applicability 


Because the amendments to the CBCA 
made by the Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 
1986 are already effective, the Board 
will follow the procedures set out in the 
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proposed regulation pending final action 
on the regulation. 


Regulatory Flexibility Act 


This proposal to provide for 
publication of notices filed under the 
CBCA implements specific statutory 
requirements recently imposed by the 
Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1986. The CBCA 
generally requires persons seeking to 
acquire control of a bank or bank 
holding company to provide prior 
written notice to the appropriate federal 
banking agency, but imposes no 
requirements on the target bank or bank 
holding company itself. The proposal to 
publish notice of a proposed acquistion 
subject to the CBCA would likewise not 
impose any regulatory burden on banks 
or bank holding companies of any size 
that are the targets of a proposed change 
in control. The proposal would have the 
benefit, however, of providing such 
banks or bank holding companies notice 
of a proposed change of contro! and 
permitting an opportunity for such 
banks, bank holding companies, and 
other interested persons to provide 
comment and information regarding the 
proposal to the Board. Thus, the 
proposal is not expected to have a 
significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small business 
entities within the meaning of the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act (5 U.S.C. 601 
et seq.). 

Paperwork Reduction Act 


The proposal would require persons 
proposing to acquire a bank or bank 
holding company in a transaction 
subject to the CBCA to publish notice of 
the proposed transaction in a newspaper 
of general circulation in communities 
served by the target bank or bank 
holding company and to provide the 
Board with verification of such 
publication. No additional reporting 
requirements or modification to existing 
reporting requirements are proposed. 


List of Subjects in 12 CFR Part 225 


Banks, banking, Federal Reserve 
System, Holding companies, Reporting 
and recordkeeping requirements. 

For the reasons set out in this notice, 
and pursuant to the Board's authority 
under section 13 of the Change in Bank 
Control Act (12 U.S.C. 1817(j)(13)), the 
Board proposes to amend 12 CFR Part 
225 as follows: 


PART 225—{ AMENDED] 


1. The authority citation for Part 225 
continues to read as follows: 


Authority: 12 U.S.C. 1817(j){13), 1818, 
1843(c)(8), 1844(b}, 3106, 3108, 3907, and 3909. 
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2. The Board proposes to revise 
§ 225.43(a) to read as follows: 


§ 225.43 Procedures for filing, processing, 
publishing, and acting on notices. 

(a) (1) Filing notice. A notice required 
under this subpart shall be filed with the 
appropriate Reserve Bank and shall 
contain the information required by 
paragraph 6 of the Change in Bank 
Control Act (12 U.S.C. 1817(j)(6)), or 
prescribed in the designated Board form. 
With respect to personal financial 
statements required by paragraph 6(B) 
of the Change in Bank Control Act, an 
individual may include a statement of 
assets and liabilities as of a date within 
90 days of filing the notice, a brief 
income summary, and a description of 
any subsequent material changes, 
subject to the authority of the Reserve 
Bank or the Board to require additional 
information. 

(2) Acceptance of notice. The 60-day 
notice period specified in § 225.41 of this 
subpart shall commence on the date all 
required information is received by the 
appropriate Reserve Bank or the Board. 
The Reserve Bank shall notify the 
person or persons submitting a notice 
under this subpart of the date all such 
required information is received and the 
notice is accepted for processing. 

(3) Publication. (i) Newspaper 
announcement. A person(s) filing a- 
notice under this subpart shall publish, 
in a form prescribed by the Board, an 
announcement soliciting public 
comment on the proposed acquisition. 
The announcement shall be published in 
a newspaper of general circulation in 
the community in which the head office 
of the state member bank to be acquired 
is located or, in the case of a proposed 
acquisition of a bank holding company, 
in the community in which its head 
office is located and in the community in 
which the head office of each of its 
subsidiary banks is located. The 
announcement shall be published no 
earlier than 10 calendar days prior to the 
filing of the notice with the appropriate 
Reserve Bank and no later than 10 
calendar days after acceptance of the 
notice by the Reserve Bank. A copy of 
the announcement and the publisher’s 
affidavit of publication shall be 
provided to the appropriate Reserve 
Bank. 

(ii) Contents of newspaper 
announcement. The newspaper 
announcement shall state: 

(A) The name of each person 
identified in the notice as a proposed 
acquiror of the bank or bank holding 
company and the percentage of shares 
proposed to be acquired; 

(B) The name of the bank or bank 
holding company to be acquired, 


including, in the case of a bank holding 
company, the name of each of its 
subsidiary banks; and 

(C) A statement that interested 
persons may submit comments on the 
notice to the Board of the appropriate 
Reserve Bank for a period of 20 days or 
such shorter period as may be provided 
pursuant to paragraph (a)(3){v) of this 
section. 

(iii) Federal Register announcement. 
The Board will, upon the filing of a 
notice under this subpart, publish 
announcement in the Federal Register of 
receipt of the notice. The Federal 
Register announcement will contain the 
information required under paragraphs 
(a)(3)(ii)(A) and (B) of this section and a 
statement that interested persons may 
submit comments on the proposed 
acquisition for a period of 15 days or 
such shorter period as may be provided 
pursuant to paragraph (a)(3)(v) of this 
section. The Board may waive 
publication in the Federal Register if the 
board determines that such action is 
appropriate. 

(iv) Delay of publication. The Board 
may permit delay in the publication 
required under this paragraph if the 
Board determines, for good cause 
shown, that it is in the public interest to 
grant such a delay. Requests for delay of 
publication may be submitted to the 


_ appropriate Federal Reserve Bank. 


(v) Shortening or waiving notice. In 
circumstances requiring prompt action, 
the Board may shorten the public 
comment period required under this 
paragraph. The Board may also waive 
the newspaper publication and 
solicitation of public comment 
requirements of this paragraph, or it 
may act on a notice before the 
expiration of a public comment period, if 
it certifies in writing that such disclosure 
of the notice or solicitation of public 
comment would seriously threaten the 
safety or soundness of the bank or bank 
holding company to be acquired. 

(4) Consideration of public comments. 
In acting upon a notice filed under this 
subpart, the Board shall consider all 
public comments received in writing 
within the period specified in the 
newspaper or Federal Register 
announcement. At the Board's option, 
comments received after this period 
may, but need not, be considered. 

(5) Standing. No person (other than 
the acquiring person} who submits 
comments or information on a notice 
filed under this subpart shall thereby 
become a party to the proceeding or 
acquire any standing or right to 
participate in the Board's consideration 
of the notice or to appeal or otherwise 
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contest the notice or the Board’s action 
regarding the notice. 


* * * * + 


3. The Board proposes to revise 
§ 225.43(c)(2) to read as follows: 


§ 225.43 Procedures for filing, processing, 
publishing, and acting on notices. 


* * + * © 


(c) *s*& 

(2) Extensions of time period. (i) The 
Board may extend the 60-day period in 
paragraph (c)(1) of this section for an 
additional 30 days by notifying the 
acquiring person(s). 

(ii) The Board may further extend the 
period during which it may disapprove a 
notice for two additional periods of not 
more than 45 days each if the Board 
determines that: 

(A) Any acquiring person has not 
furnished all the information required 
under paragraph (a) of this section; 

(B) Any material information 
submitted is substantially inaccurate; 

(C) It is unable to complete the 
investigation of an acquiring person 
because of inadequate cooperation or 
delay by that person; or 

(D) Additional time is needed to 
investigate and determine that no 
acquiring person has a record of failing 
to comply with the requirements of the 
Bank Secrecy Act, subchapter II of 
Chapter 53 of Title 31, United States 
Code. 

(iii) If the Board extends the time 
period under this paragraph, it shall 
notify the acquiring person(s) of the 
reasons therefor and shall include a 
statement of the information, if any, 
deemed incomplete or inaccurate. 


* os * * * 


4. The Board proposes to revise 
§ 225.43(d) to read as follows: 


§ 225.43 Procedures for filing, processing, 
publishing, and acting on notices. 


* * * * * 


(d) Investigation and report. (1) After 
receiving a notice under this subpart, the 
Board or the appropriate Reserve Bank 
shall conduct an investigation of the 
competence, experience, integrity, and 
financial ability of each person by and 
for whom an acquisition is to be made. 
The Board shall also make an 
independent determination of the 
accuracy and completeness of any 
information required to be contained in 
a notice under paragraph (a) of this 
section. In investigating any notice 
accepted under this subpart, the Board 
or Reserve Bank may solicit information 
or views from any person, including any 
bank or bank holding company involved 
in the notice, and any appropriate state, 
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federal, or foreign governmental 
authority. 

(2) The Board or the appropriate 
Reserve Bank shall prepare a written 
report of its investigation, which shall 
contain, at a minimum, a summary of the 
results of the investigation. 

Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System, January 28, 1987. 

William W. Wiles, 

Secretary of the Board. 

{FR Doc. 87-2067 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6210-01-M 


FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK BOARD 


12 CFR Part 523 
[No. 87-111] 


Membership in Federal Home Loan 
Banks 


Dated: January 29, 1987. 


AGENCY: Federal Home Loan Bank 
Board. 
ACTION: Proposed rule. 


SUMMARY: The Federal Home Loan Bank 
Board (“Board”) is proposing to amend 
its Federal Home Loan Bank System 
Regulations to provide a method for 
determining appropriate Federal Home 
Loan Bank (“Bank’’) district membership 
for all institutions eligible to become 
Bank members. Under the amendment, 
an institution could be a member only in 
the Bank district in which it maintained 
its principal office, normally as shown in 
its charter, unless the Principal 
Supervisory Agent were to determine 
that membership was inconsistent with 
the actual location of control over the 
institution's records or operations. The 
amendment would eliminate an option 
that allows an institution to become a 
member of a Bank outside the district in 
which its home office is located by 
naming a state in which it does 
substantial business as its principal 
place of business in accordance with the 
provisions of 28 U.S.C. 1332(c). 
Institutions that have taken advantage 
of the current option could choose to be 
grandfathered, but would not be immune 
from future application of a procedure 
for the mandatory transfer of 
membership established in the proposal. 
DATE: Comments must be received on or 
before April 6, 1987. 

ADDRESS: Send comments to Director, 
Information Services Section, Office of 
the Secretariat, Federal Home Loan 
Bank Board, 1700 G Street, NW., 
Washington, DC 20552. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Jonathan Curtis, Program Analysis 


Development Division, Office of the 
District Banks, at (202) 377-6709; or 
Richard L. Little, Associate General 
Counsel, Corporate and Securities 
Division, Office of General Counsel, at 
(202) 377-6447, Federal Home Loan Bank 
Board, 1700 G Street, NW., Washington, 
DC 20552. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: In 
relevant part, section 4{b) of the Federal 
Home Loan Bank Act (“Bank Act’) 
provides: “An institution eligible to 
become a member . . . under this 
section may become a member only of, 
or secure advances from, the Federal 
Home Loan Bank of the district in which 
is located the institution's principal 
place of business .. . .” 12 U.S.C. 
1424(b) (1982). Although an institution's 
location determines the Bank district in 
which membership would be 
appropriate, the operative term, 
“principal place of business,” is not 
defined in the Bank Act. 

For many years, the lack of statutory 
clarity had little significance. An 
institution was regarded as having its 
principal place of business in the 
jurisdiction in which it maintained 
offices. Since most institutions were 
limited to establishing offices in just one 
state, membership in only one Bank was 
normally available. In 1981, however, in 
response to a continuing need to resolve 
numerous severe supervisory cases, the 
Board instituted a policy of approving 
transactions that resulted in 
organizations with deposit-taking 
facilities in more than one state and, 
often, in more than one Bank district. 
The structures produced have come to 
include free-standing interstate savings 
institutions, interstate subsidiaries of 
unitary savings and loan holding 
companies, single-and multi-state 
subsidiaries of multiple savings and 
loan holding companies, and thrift 
institutions that are themselves holding 
company parents of multi-state 
organizations. 

Late in 1982, primarily as a way of 
accommodating the business needs of 
the new class of interstate 
organizations, the Board added § 523.3-2 
to the Regulations for the Federal Home 
Loan Bank System (“Bank System 
Regulations”) (Board Res. No. 82-790, 47 
FR 56314 (Dec. 12, 1982)). Section 523.3- 
2(b) permits an institution that does 
substantial business in more than one 
state to “designate as its principal place 
of business a state in which it could be 
deemed to have its principal place of 
business under the provisions of 28 
U.S.C. 1332{c).” 12 CFR 523.3-2(b) (19886). 
The statutory reference is to a provision 
under which “a corporation shall be 
deemed a citizen of any State by which 
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it has been incorporated and of any 
State where it has its principal place of 
business. . .” for purposes of 
determining jurisdiction of a Federal 
district court based on diversity of 
citizenship. 28 U.S.C. 1332(c) (1982). 
According to Board Res. No. 82-790, 
cases interpreting 28 U.S.C. 1332(c) 
provided “an acceptable standard and 
settled rule of law” for an institution 
that did substantial business in more 
than one state to determine its principal 
place of business and, as a result, 
choose a Bank district in many cases. 

Contrary to fears expressed by some 
commenters in 1982, experience with 
§ 523.3-2 of the Bank System 
Regulations has not revealed any 
serious abuses involving “Bank 
shopping” that can be traced to the 
choice of membership rule. 
Nevertheless, the Board now believes, 
on the basis of its experience, that the 
1982 amendment possessed certain 
shortcomings from the standpoint of 
effective supervision of multi-state 
organizations..A measure that extends 
maximum business flexibility does not 
necessarily confer corresponding 
administrative benefits. Rather, the 
Board has become concerned by reports 
from its supervisory staff that the 
current system may impede, in some 
instances, its ability to obtain a 
complete picture of the operations of 
multi-state organizations. Books and 
records necessary for proper 
examination of individual institutions 
that are supposed to be run as 
independent entities may be maintained 
outside the districts of the Banks in 
which they are members. Managerial 
control also may be exercised at a 
distance. Under such circumstances, 
supervisory staffs at individual Banks 
find it extremely difficult, time- 
consuming, and costly to gather needed 
information and identify responsible 
management. 

These problems, moreover, are not 
confined to institutions with an 
interstate presence. Some institutions 
located in single states actually are 
operated as branches of a larger, multi- 
state network, especially when the 
parents are themselves thrift 
institutions. In such cases, books, 
records, and managerial functions are 
also removed from the supervisory 
scrutiny of the Banks in which these 
institutions nominally are members. 

In light of the unanticipated adverse 
effects that have arisen in the wake of 
the 1982 amendment, the Board is 
proposing to install a different method 
for determining an institution's principal 
place of business and its appropriate 
district Bank. According to the basic 
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rule established in the proposal, an 
institution's principal place of business 
would be the state in which its 
“principal office,” as defined in 12 CFR 
561.7, was located, that is, the 
institution's home office, established as 
such in conformity with the laws under 
which the insured institution is 
organized. Normally, the site would be 
specified in its charter. Institutions 
doing substantial business in more than 
one state would no longer enjoy the 
option of choosing their principal places 
of business unless they formally 
relocated their home offices. 

The basic rule would prevail unless 
the Principal Supervisory Agent (‘PSA") 
at the Bank in which the institution was 
a member were to designate a different 
state as its principal place of business 
based on any one of four factors 
indicating that control over its records 
or operations was lodged in the other 
state. In the event of a designation that 
would result in a principal place of 
business in another Bank district, the 
PSA would transmit a written 
notification of intent to order transfer of 
membership. If, within 90 days of the 
date of the notice, the institution did not 
take action to correct the conditions 
supporting the designation or explain 
why the designation was unjustified, the 
PSA could order transfer of membership 
to the appropriate Bank. No transfer 
would be effective until the PSAs of the 
Bank districts involved reached 
agreement on a method of orderly 
transfer. Absent an agreement, the 
Board could set the terms of the transfer. 

Institutions whose memberships 
would not comply with the home office 
rule of the proposal because of a 
designation of a principal place of 
business made under current regulations 
could choose to be grandfathered but 
would not be immune from future 
application of the mandatory transfer 
process. Only institutions that have 
received specific Board approval to 
become members of adjoining Bank 
districts under section 4{b) of the Bank 
Act (12 U.S.C. 1424{b) (1982)) would be 
exempt. Transfers would be effective for 
all purposes including directoral 
representation under section 7(c) of the 
Bank Act (/d. Section 1427(c)) and 
§ 522.23 of the Bank System Regulations 
(12 CFR 522.23 (1986)). They would not 
constitute withdrawals or removals from 
membership under section 6 of the Bank 
Act (12 U.S.C. 1426 (1982 & Supp. I 1983)) 
or § 523.30 and § 523.31 of the Bank 
System Regulations (12 CFR 523.30, 
523.31 (1986)). 

Coverage of the proposed 
amendments would not necessarily be 
limited to institutions maintaining 


offices in more than one jurisdiction. 
Even an institution with offices in a 
single state could be subject to 
mandatory transfer to a different Bank 
district if, in effect, it were being run as 
a branch operation of a multi-state 
organization based outside the 
institution's home office district. 

Finally, the Board believes that, from 
the standpoint of conserving scarce 
administrative resources, adoption of 
the proposed amendments would be 
preferable to initiation of individual 
cease-and-desist proceedings to enforce 
compliance with various regulatory 
requirements. Problems readily 
susceptible to resolution at the local 
level could generally be handled without 
involvement of Washington staff. The 
object of the proposal is to ensure that 
the site where control of an institution is 
exercised and its records are maintained 
coincides with its principal place of 
business for Bank membership purposes. 


Achieving such a goal would greatly aid 


effective examination and supervision. 
The Board hopes that when institutions 
become aware of how seriously the 
shortcomings associated with 
supervision of multi-state organizations 
are viewed, many current difficulties 
may be resolved without resort to the 
mandatory Bank membership transfers 
that the proposed amendments 
contemplate. 


Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis 


Pursuant to section 3 of the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act, 5 U.S.C. 603, the Board is 
providing the following initial regulatory 
flexibility analysis: 

1. Reasons, objectives, and legal 
bases underlying the proposed rules. 
These elements have been discussed 
elsewhere in the SUPPLEMENTARY 
INFORMATION regarding the proposal. 

2. Small entities to which the 
proposed rule would apply. The Small 
Business Administration defines a small 
financial institution as “a commercial 
bank or savings and loan association, 
the assets of which, for the preceding 
fiscal year, do not exceed $100 million.” 
13 CFR 121.13{a). Therefore, small 
entities to which the proposed rule 
would apply would be any of the 1,742 
insured institutions, with assets totaling 
$100 million or less as of December 31, 
1985, that are affiliated with 
organizations maintaining depository 
offices in more than one Bank district. 

3. Impact of the proposed rule on 
small entities. The rule would impose no 
new recordkeeping or reporting 
requirements on any insured institution. 
The Board believes that the proposed 
rule would not have a significant 
economic impact on small institutions. 
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4. Overlapping or conflicting federal 
rules. Other than a rule relating to 
directoral representation in 12 CFR 
522.23, which would be incorporated in 
the proposed procedures, the Board has 
no rules prescribing the location of a 
member institution’s principal place of 
business other than that contained in 12 
CFR 523.3-2 which would be amended 
by the proposed regulation. 

5. Alternatives to the proposed rule. 
There are no alternatives, other than 
commencement of individual 
enforcement actions, that would achieve 
the Board's objectives. 

The Board is providing a 60-day 
comment period for this rule. Comment 
is invited on all aspects of the proposal, 
including the appropriateness and effect 
of the proposed changes, and any 
additional or alternative measures that 
would serve the goals of the Board as 
outlined in the proposal. 


List of Subjects in 12 CFR Part 523 


Federal home loan banks, Flood 
insurance, Mortgage, and Reporting and 
recordkeeping requirements. 

Accordingly, the Federal Home Loan 
Bank Board hereby proposes to amend 
Part 523, Subchapter B, Chapter V, Title 
12, Code of Federal Regulations, as set 
forth below. 


SUBCHAPTER B—FEDERAL HOME LOAN 
BANK SYSTEM 


PART 523—MEMBERS OF BANKS 


1. The authority citation for Part 523 is 
revised to read as follows: 


Authority: Sec. 5, 47 Stat. 727, as amended 
(12 U.S.C. 1425); Sec. 5A, 47 Stat. 727, as 
added by Sec. 1, 64 Stat. 256, as amended (12 
U.S.C. 1425a); Sec. 17, 47 Stat. 736, as 
amended (12 U.S.C. 1437); Sec. 2, 48 Stat. 128, 
as amended (12 U.S.C. 1462); Sec. 5, 48 Stat. 
132, as amended (12 U.S.C. 1464); Secs. 401- 
403, 405-407, 48 Stat. 1255-1257, 1259-1260, as 
amended (12 U.S.C. 1724-1726, 1728-1730); 
Sec. 408, 82 Stat. 5, as amended (12 U.S.C. 
1730a); Sec. 503, 88 Stat. 1521, as amended (15 
U.S.C. 1601 note); Sec. 202(b), 87 Stat. 982, as 
amended (42 U.S.C. 4106(b)); Reorg. Plan No. 
3 of 1947, 12 FR 4981, 3 CFR, 1947 Supp., 1943- 
48 Comp., p. 1071. 


2. Section § 523.3-2 is amended by 
revising the heading of the section, by 
revising paragraph (b), and adding new 
paragraphs (c) through (f) to read as 
follows: 


§ 523.3-2 Membership at principal place of 
business, designation, transfer of 
membership. 


* x * * + 

(b) Principal place of business. Except 
as designated in accordance with 
paragraph (c) of this section, the 
principal place of business of an 
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institution is the state in which the 
institution maintains its “principal 
office,” as defined in § 561.7 of this 
chapter. 

(c) Designation by Principal 
Supervisory Agent. The rule contained 
in paragraph (b) of this section 
notwithstanding, the ‘Principal 
Supervisory Agent,” as defined in 
§ 541.18 of this chapter, at a Bank in 
which an institution is a member, has 
discretion to designate a different 
principal place of business if— 

(1) Any books or records deemed 
necessary by the Principal Supervisory 
Agent for proper examination and 
supervision; 

(2) Regular places of employment of a 
substantial number of officers with 
policy-making functions or their 
equivalents; 

(3) Principal residences (other than 
those located in Metropolitan Statistical 
Areas) of a substantial number of 
officers with policy-making functions or 
their equivalents; or 

(4) A substantial number of meetings 
of the board of directors, constituent 
committees, or their equivalents 
are maintained, held, or located in a 
state other than the state in which the 
institution maintains its principal office. 

(d) Transfer of membership by 
Principal Supervisory Agent. If, as a 
result of a designation made pursuant to 
paragraph (b) of this section, an 
institution's principal place of business 
is deemed to be a state outside the Bank 
district in which the institution is a 
member, the Principal Supervisory 
Agent responsible for the designation 
shall transmit to the institution a written 
notice of intent to order transfer of 
membership. The notice shall include 
the designated principal place of 
business, the basis for the designation 
and the Bank district to which 
membership will be transferred. If, in 
the judgment of the Principal 
Supervisory Agent, within 90 days of the 
date of the notice the institution has not 
acted in good faith to eliminate the basis 
for the designation or adequately 
explained why the designation was 
unjustified, the Principal Supervisory 
Agent has the discretion to order 
transfer of the institution’s membership 
as set forth in the notice. No order shall 
take effect until the Principal 
Supervisory Agents of the Bank districts 
involved reach agreement on a method 
of an orderly transfer. In the event that 
the Principal Supervisory Agents fail to 
agree, the Board shall determine the 
conditions under which the transfer 
shall take place. 

(e) Non-conforming memberships. 
Except for an institution that has 


received Board approval to be a member 
of a Bank district adjoining the district 
in which its principal place of business 
is located under section 4({b) of the Act, 
an institution that is not a member in a 
Bank district in which its principal office 
is located on [the effective date of these 
amendments] may choose to remain a 
member in its district but, in the event of 
a designation made pursuant to 
paragraph (b) of this section, could be 
subject to transfer to another district in 
the manner prescribed by paragraph (c) 
of this section. 

(f) Effect of transfer. A transfer of 
membership authorized by this section 
shall be effective for all purposes 
including directoral representation 
under section 7(c) of the Act and 
§ 522.23 of this subchapter, but shall not 
be treated as a withdrawal or removal 
from membership within the scope of 
section 6 of the Act or § 523.30 and 
§ 523.31 of this subchapter. 


§§ 523.3-3, 523.10, 523.11, 523.12, and 
523.29 [Amended] 

3. Sections 523.3-3, 523.10, 523.11, 
523.12, and 523.29 are amended by 
removing the authority citations located 
at the end of the sections. 


By the Federal Home Loan Bank Board. 
Nadine Y. Washington, 
Acting Secretary. 
[FR Doc. 87-2183 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6720-01-M 


ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 


40 CFR Parts 52 and 81 
[A-5-FRL-3151-1] 


Approval and Promulgation of 
implementation Plans Designation of 
Areas for Air Quality Planning 
Purposes; Indiana 


AGENCY: U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (USEPA). 
ACTION: Proposed rulemaking. 


SUMMARY: On March 12, 1982 (47 FR 
10813), and May 13, 1982 (47 FR 20583), 
USEPA conditionally approved 
Indiana's sulfur dioxide (SO2) State 
Implementation Plan (SIP) for most 
areas of the State, including attainment 
and nonattainment (Part D) areas. In 
this rulemaking, USEPA took no action 
on one of three compliance methods 
contained in Indiana's current SO2 
regulation (325 IAC 7-1). the sulfur 
content in fuel averaging method which 
is based on 30-day averaging. 

On May 11, 1984, the U.S. Court of 
Appeals for the Seventh Circuit set 
aside USEPA’s approval of the SO 
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emission limits in Indiana's revised 
plan, because USEPA did not rulemake 
on the 30-day averaging compliance 
method contained in'325 IAC 7-1. See 
Indiana & Michigan Electric Company 
(IMEC) v. USEPA, 733 F.2d 489. Based 
on this decision and another recent 
decision discussed below, there are no 
federally enforceable SO2 emission 
limits regulating existing sources in 
Indiana, and Indiana thus no longer has 
a conditionally approvable Part D SO2 
plan. 

Because the Court set aside USEPA’s 
rulemaking on the emission limits in 325 
IAC 7-1, USEPA is reproposing 
rulemaking on these same limits, as well 
as other limits submitted by the State, 
today. USEPA cannot approve the 
Indiana SO, plan under the Clean Air 
Act (CAA) because the compliance 
methodology submitted by Indiana is 
not consistent with the demonstration of 
attainment of the short-term 3-hour and 
24-hour SO2 National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (NAAQS). USEPA, 
therefore, is proposing to disapprove the 
Indiana SOQ; plan. It is also listing other 
deficiencies in the plan as they relate to 
specific geographical areas/facilities in 
Indiana and is proposing specific 
disapproval actions on Indiana’s 
requests relating to these areas/ 
facilities, including certain redesignation 
requests. If before USEPA proceeds to 
final rulemaking to disapprove the 
Indiana SO, plan the State submits a 
revised regulation which contains an 
independently enforceable short-term 
compliance methodology which assures 
compliance with the short-term SO, 
NAAQS, USEPA could approve the 
State’s SO, plan for the 77 counties 
listed in this notice without further 
reproposal. 

If USEPA ultimately disapproves 
Indiana’s plan, USEPA will 
simultaneously issue a notice of SIP 
deficiency to Indiana under section 
110(a)(2)(H). The State will then have 60 
days under section 110(c) to submit a 
schedule for a revised plan which — 
assures attainment and maintenance of 
the SO2 NAAQS. Failure to submit such 
a schedule or submit a revised plan in 
keeping with this schedule may result in 
the imposition of local and State air 
program funding restrictions under 
section 176(b). 

Finally, as stated above, there is no 
longer an approved SO; SIP in Indiana. 
USEPA is soliciting comments as to 
whether the construction-ban under 
section 110(a)(2)(1) went into effect in 
Indiana’s SOz nonattainment areas on 
May 11, 1984, when the Court issued its 
order, or if it goes into effect if and when 
USEPA disapproves Indiana's SO Plan. 
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Note.—The section 110(a)(2)(1) ban has 
never been lifted in the nonattainment area in 
Wayne County and currently remains in 
effect. 


DATE: Comments on these revisions/ 
redesignations and on the proposed 

USEPA actions must be received by 

May 5, 1987. 


ADDRESSES: Copies of the SIP revision 
are available at the following addresses 
for review: (It is recommended that you 
telephone Steven D. Griffin, at (312) 353- 
3849, before visiting the Region V 
Office.) 


U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 
Region V, Air and Radiation Branch, 
230 South Dearborn Street, Chicago, 
Illinois 60604 

Indiana Department of Environmental 
Management, Office of Air 
Management, 105 South Meridian 
Street, P.0. Box 6015, Indianapolis, 
Indiana 46206-6015 


Comments on this proposed rule 
should be addressed to: (Please submit 
an original and three copies, if possible.) 


Gary Gulezian, Chief, Regulatory 
Analysis Section, Air and Radiation 
Branch (5AR-26), U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, 230 South 
Dearborn Street, Chicago, Illinois 
60604 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Steven D. Griffin, (312) 353-3849. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Under 
section 107 of the CAA, USEPA has 
designated certain areas in each State 
which did not attain the NAAQS for 
SO;!. For Indiana, USEPA designated 
certain areas in Lake, LaPorte, Marion, 
Vigo, and Wayne Counties as primary 
SO, nonattainment areas. Dearborn, 
Gibson, Jefferson, Porter, and Warrick 
Counties were designated as 
unclassifiable, and the remaining 
counties were designated attainment. 
See 40 CFR 81.315, 43 FR 8962 (March 3, 
1978), and 43 FR 45993 (October 5, 1978). 
Part D of the CAA requires States to 
revise their SIPs to provide for attaining 
the SO. NAAQS as expeditiously as 
practicable, The requirements for an 
approvable SIP are described in a 
“General Preamble” for Part D 
rulemakings published at 44 FR 20372 
(April 4, 1979). 44 FR 38583 (July 2, 1979), 
44 FR 50371 (August 28, 1979). 44 FR 


1 The primary SO2 NAAQS is violated when, in a 
calendar year, either: (1) the annual arithmetic mean 
value of SO2 concentration exceeds 80 micrograms 
per cubic meter of air (80 ug/m*(the annual primary 
standard), or (2) the maximum 24-hour 
concentration of SO: at any site exceeds 365 ug/m* 
more than once (the 24-hour primary standard). The 
secondary SO2 NAAQS is violated when the 
maximum 3-hour concentration at any site exceeds 
1,300 ug/m* more than once 


53761 (September 17, 1979}, and 44 FR 
67182 (November 23, 1979). 


Indiana SO, SIP History 


In 1972, Indiana submitted and 
USEPA approved a revised SO2 
regulation (1972 APC 13) for Indiana. 
This regulation imposed a 1.2 pounds 
per million BTU (lbs/MMBTU) emission 
limit on almost all electrical power 
plants in Indiana, with emission limits 
between 1.2 and 6.0 Ibs/MMBTU for 
many other sources. Compliance was 
required by 1975. 

In 1974, Indiana submitted a revised 
SO, regulation (1974 APC 13) which 
basically only required 1.2 to 6.0 Ibs/ 
MMBTU emission limits for existing 
sources in four counties: Dearborn, 
Lake, Marion, and Warrick. No 
continuous emission limits were 
required in the other counties. 
Compliance was required by 1975 in 
Lake County and by 1978 in the other 
three. USEPA approved this regulation 
in 1976 for all counties except Jefferson, 
LaPorte, Porter, Vigo. and Warrick 
Counties. For these five counties, the 
1972 APC 13 remained in effect. 

On July 26, 1979, Indiana submitted a 
revised SO: regulation (1979 APC 13, 
later recodified and resubmitted on 
October 6, 1980, as 325 IAC 7-1). This 
regulation had site-specific emission 
limitations for certain sources in the 
nonattainment counties of Lake, 
LaPorte, Marion, and Vigo Counties, and 
a 6.0 lbs/MMBTU emission limit cap for 
all other sources. It provided three 
possible compliance methods: stack 
testing, 30-day sulfur-in-fuel averaging, 
and other methods as determined by the 
Board. Compliance was required by no 
later than 1982. 

On March 12, 1982, USEPA 
conditionally approved this regulation 
for Lake, LaPorte, and Marion Counties 
and fully approved it for all but seven of 
the remaining counties (Dearborn, 
Floyd, Jefferson, Porter, Vigo, Warrick, 
and Wayne Counties), where the SIP 
remained the earlier 1972 or 1974 APC 
13.2 It disapproved the compliance 
schedule within the regulation for all 
sources for which emission limits within 
the regulation were either equal to or a 
relaxation of the previous SO: SIP. 
USEPA approved the stack test 
compliance method, took no action on 
the 30-day averaging compliance 
method while USEPA further studied the 
issue of sulfur variability in fuels, and 
required all other Board-approved 


2 USEPA had earlier disapproved 325 IAC 7-1 for 
Jefferson County on January 27, 1981 (46 FR 8473). 
On March 12, 1982, USEPA disapproved 325 IAC 7-1 
for Dearborn, Porter, Warrick, and Wayne Counties, 
and took no action on Floyd and Vigo Counties. 
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compliance methods to be submitted as 
SIP revisions. 

Finally, as a condition to its approval, 
USEPA required certain modeling/ 
strategy deficiencies to be corrected in 
Lake, LaPorte, and Marion Counties. On 
May 13, 1982, USEPA took similar action 
which fully approved, with the above 
exceptions, 325 IAC 7-1 for Vigo County. 
On March 13, 1984 (49 FR 9422), USEPA 
approved site-specific SO2 emission 
limitation for Sisters of Providence 
Convent in St. Mary-of-the-Woods (Vigo 
County), Indiana. On March 23, 1984 (49 
FR 11086). USEPA approved a site- 
specific SO2 emission limit for the 
Indiana & Michigan Electric Company 
(IMEC) Breed Generating Station in 
Sullivan County. 


Court Decisions Affecting the Indiana 


- SO, SIP 


In 1975, an Indiana trial court ruled 
both 1972 APC 13 and 1974 APC 13 
invalid for State purposes, because 
Indiana had not followed proper State 
rulemaking procedures in their adoption. 
In 1979, an Indiana appellate court 
upheld this ruling. See Indiana 
Environmental Management Board v. 
Indiana-Kentucky Electric Corporation 
(IKEC), 393 N.E.2d 213 (Ind. App. 1979). 
USEPA still believed, however, that 
these regulations were effective for 
Federal purposes, although it did 
stipulate as a part of litigation 
settlement that it would not enforce the 
regulations against several major 
sources in Indiana. See, among others, 
Public Service Company of Indiana, Inc. 
(PSI) v. USEPA, Nos. 76-1920, 76-1940 
(7th Cir. 1979). 

The Sierra Club tried to enforce both 
1972 APC 13 and 1974 APC 13.in Federal 
District Court..On appeal from a 
decision adverse to the Sierra Club, the 
Seventh Circuit Court of Appeals held 
on August 30, 1983, in Sierra Club v. 
IKEC, 716 F.2d 1145 (7th Cir. 1983), that 
because these rules were improperly 
adopted at the State level, they were not 
enforceable by a Federal court. At the 
time of this decision, USEPA believed 
that these regulations were federally 
applicable in only Dearborn, Floyd, 
Jefferson, Porter, Warrick, and Wayne 
Counties. On March 26, 1984 (49 FR 
11197), USEPA issued. a notice of SIP 
deficiency for three of these counties 
(Porter, Warrick, and Wayne) and noted 
that USEPA currently had alternative 
plans before it for the remaining three 
counties. 

In another lawsuit, IMEC and 
Indianapolis Power & Light Company 
(IPL) petitioned the U.S. Court of 
Appeals for the Seventh Circuit to 
review under section 307 of the CAA 
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USEPA's March 12, 1982, partial 
conditional approval of 1980 325 IAC 7- 
2. 
This action was based on, among 
other issues, USEPA's taking no action 
on 30-day averaging. On May 11, 1984, 
the Seventh Circuit found that the 30- 
day averaging compliance method is an 
integral portion of the rule and that 
“taking no action” under those 
circumstances is not an action available 
to USEPA under the CAA. See JMEC v. 
USEPA, 733 F.2d 489. Based on this, the 
Court set aside as much of USEPA’s 
conditional approval action on 325 IAC 
7-1 as pertains to the “sulfur dioxide 
ceiling in Indiana's revised plan.” 

The same logic which the Court used 
in IMEC v. USEPA could be applicable 
to all of Indiana’s SO2 sources which 
have 30-day averaging as one available 
compliance method. Therefore, USEPA 
today is reproposing rulemaking on (1) 
all emission limits contained in 325 LAC 
7-1 and (2) any other pending and 
approved emission limits contained in 
operating permits which the State based 
on the compliance methods in 325 IAC 
7-1, 
30-Day Averaging Compliance Method 

As stated earlier, Section 3 of 325 IAC 
7-1 allows SO2 emissions (compliance) 
from sources to be determined by any of 
three possible methods. These are: 

1. By the stack test procedures set forth in 
40 CFR Part 60, Appendix A, Method 6 
(revised as of August 18, 1977), 

2. By specifying the average sulfur content 
of the fuel used (30-day average), or 


3. By any other procedures approved by the 
Indiana Air Pollution Control Board (Board). 


The regulation is thus worded such 
that if a source is in compliance using 
any of the three methods, it is in 
compliance with the regulation. 

In USEPA's March 12, 1982, 
rulemaking on 325 IAC 7-1, USEPA (1) 
approved the stack test method, (2) took 
no action on the 30-day averaging 
method, and (3) approved the third 
option, because 325 IAC 7-1 requires 
any such method approved by the Board 
to be submitted as a revision to the SIP. 
The method would not become a part of 
the SIP until approved by USEPA. 
USEPA took no action on the 30-day 
averaging method because it was then 
reviewing the matter of sulfur variability 
in coal. As a part of this review, it 
investigated methods that use longer 
averaging times than 3 and 24 hours and 
at the same time ensure the protection of 
the current SO2 NAAQS. See 45 FR 9994 
(February 14, 1980) and the “Review of 
the National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards for Sulfur Oxides,” EPA 450/ 
5-82-007, November 1982. USEPA, 
therefore, believed that it was 
appropriate to take no action on 30-day 


averaging while it was investigating the 
possible future use of a 30-day averaging 
compliance method. As a result, USEPA 
made the stack test method the only 
approved method for determining 
compliance with 325 LAC 7-1, because 
no alternative method had been 
submitted under Option 3. USEPA, 
therefore, was able to approve the - 
emission limits in this regulation based 
on the stack testing compliance method. 
In response to the JMEC v. USEPA 
Seventh Circuit decision, USEPA is 
today proposing action on Indiana's 
statewide SO rule (325 IAC 7-1), 
including the 30-day averaging 
compliance test method, on 
subsequential State submittals of site- 
specific emission limits, and on the 
Indiana Plan.as a whole. USEPA is 
proposing to determine that this plan 
containing a 30-day averaging provision 
is not approvable. The plan (depending 
upon the source/area) is not approvable 
for two major reasons. For source/area 
specific plans, the computer dispersion 
models Indiana used to develop these 
strategies are based on a maximum 
emission level (never to be exceeded) 
for each source; this assumption is 
consistent with use of stack testing as a 
compliance method, but the State did 
not make a demonstration that emission 
levels developed with these methods 
when averaged over 30-days will 
adequately protect the 3-hour and 24- 
hour NAAQS. For areas where a 6.0 lbs/ 
MMBTU emission limit applies to all 
sources, Indiana did not justify that the 
emission limit, whea averaged over 30- 
days, will assure the attainment and 
maintenance of the SO. NAAQS. 


Deterministic Nature of the Short-Term 
SO2 NAAQS and Present Modeling 
Techniques 


USEPA typically relies upon air 
quality dispersion models to determine 
whether an SO: emission limit will 
protect the SO. NAAQS. USEPA has 
specified the use of certain models and 
procedures for performing attainment 
demonstrations (see “Guideline on Air 
Quality Models,” April- 1978: “Regional 
Workshops on Air Quality Modeling: A 
Summary Report,” April 1981; and 
“Guideline on Air Quality Models 
(Revised),” July 1986). To address the 
short-term NAAQS, these modeling 
analyses require input of a constant 
emission and operating rate (never to be 
exceeded) and of hourly sequential 
meteorological data in order to calculate 
individual hourly concentrations. These 
concentrations are then arithmetically 
averaged to produce 3-hour and 24-hour 
concentrations. The highest, second- 
highest 3-hour and 24-hour 
concentrations in any year, over a multi- 
year data base, are then used (along 
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with the highest annual average 
concentration) as the design 
concentrations for developing emission 
limitations. Because of the inherent 
variability of the sulfur content in coal,* 
short-term emissions (e.g., hourly, daily) 
from burning coal from a given coal 
source will vary. Averaging daily sulfur 
content values together to form a 30-day 
average results in some daily values 
exceeding the average. If a 30-day 
average emission level is then input to 
the model, then the attainment 
demonstration may not be 
representative of maximum ambient 
impacts which may occur on days (or 
hours) when the actual emission rate 
exceeds the 30-day average. 
Consequently, multiple exceedances of 
the short-term SO. NAAQS during a 
given year may occur if an emission 
limit determined by a modeling analysis 
which assumes a constant hourly 
emission limit is actually enforced on a 
30-day average emission rate basis. 
Indiana used deterministic types of 
models to develop emission limits for its 
SO, strategies, but incorporated a 30- 
day averaging compliance method 
which is not compatible with its 
demonstrations. For this reason, USEPA 
is proposing to disapprove the Indiana 
SO, SIP strategy where computer 
dispersion modeling was used to 
develop emission limits. Additionally, 
for these and all other sources, USEPA 
is proposing to disapprove the Indiana 
SO, plan because the compliance 
methodology submitted by the State is 
not consistent with the short-term SO. 
NAAQS. 
Overview of Today’s Actions 


As stated above, USEPA is proposing 
to disapprove the entire Indiana SO, 
plan because the compliance 
methodology submitted by the State is 
not consistent with the 3-hour and 24- 
hour SO. NAAQS. Certain portions of 
the plan are also being proposed for 
disapproval based on other deficiencies 
enumerated in today’s notice and 
USEPA’s technical support document, 
which is available at the addresses 
listed in the front of this notice. Finally, 
USEPA is proposing to disapprove all 
requested SO: redesignations from 
nonattainment or unclassifiable to 
attainment in Indiana because the 
State’s underlying SO, plan is not 
approvable. An overview of the actions 
in today's notice are in the following 
table: 


3 See “A Statistical Study of Coal Sulfur 
Variability and Related Factors,” Draft 1979; 
“Summary Information on Variability of Sulfur 
Dioxide Emissions from Coal-Fired Boilers,” Draft 
1979: and “Preliminary Evaluation of Sulfur 
Variability in Low Sulfur Coals from Selected 
Mines,” 1977. 
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a ae Reasons for disapproval 


Section 110 SIP... 
.| Section 110 SIP. 
.| Section 110 SIP. 
-| Section 110 SIP . 
.| Section 110 SIP. 
.| Section 110 SIP . 
-| Section 110 SIP. 
.| Section 110 SIP. 
.| Section 110 SIP . 
Section 110 SIP. 
Section 110 SIP. 
Section 110 SIP. 
Section 110 SIP. 
Section 110 SIP. i 
Section 110 SIP ¥ . ese] 3HOur and 24-Hour Comp. ietindions. Possible Tall Stack Issue. 
Section 110 SIP 3-Hour and 24-Hour Comp. Methodology. 
Section 110 SIP. 3-Hour and 24-Hour Comp. Methodology. 
Section 110 SIP. 3-Hour and 24-Hour Comp. Methodology. 
Section 110 SIP. 3-Hour and 24-Hour Comp. Methodology. 
Section 110 SIP. 3-Hour and 24-Hour Comp. 
Section 110 SIP. 3-Hour and 24-Hour Comp. Methodology. 
Section 110 SIP. 3-Hour and 24-Hour Comp. Methodology, Plan for Secondary Std. 
Section 110 SIP. 3-Hour and 24-Hour Comp. Methodology. 
...| Section 110 SIP... 3-Hour and 24-Hour Comp. Methodology. 
..«| Section 110°SIP .. ...| 3-Hour and 24-Hour Comp. Methodology. 
..| Section 110 SIP... ...| 3-Hour and 24-Hour Comp. Methodology. 
Section 110 SIP... ...| 3-Hour and 24-Hour Comp. Methodology. 
Section 110 SIP... ..| 3-Hour and 24-Hour Comp. Methodology. 
Section 110 SIP .. ...| 3-Hour and 24-Hour Comp. Methodology. 
Section 110 SIP... ...| 3-Hour and 24-Hour Comp. Methodology. 
Section 110 SIP. ...| 3-Hour and 24-Hour Comp. Methodology. 
Section 110 SIP... ...| 3-Hour and 24-Hour Comp. Methodology. 
Section 110 SIP... ...| 3-Hour and 24-Hour Comp. 
Section 110 SIP .. ...| 3-Hour and 24-Hour Comp. Methodology. 
Section 110 SIP... ..| 3-Hour and 24-Hour Comp. Methodology. 
Section 110 SIP.. 3-Hour and 24-Hour Comp. Methodology. 
Section 110 SIP. ..| 3-Hour and 24-Hour Comp. Methodology. 
aoa ...| 3-Hour and 24-Hour Comp. Methodology. 
..| 3-Hour and 24-Hour Comp. Methodology. 
..| 3-Hour and 24-Hour Comp. Methodology 
..| 3-Hour and 24-Hour Comp. Methodology. 
3-Hour and 24-Hour Comp. Methodology. 
3-Hour and 24-Hour Comp. Methodology. 
3-Hour and 24-Hour Comp. Methodology. 
..| 3-Hour and 24-Hour Comp. ein Demo. of Attain. Not Approvabie. 
..| 3-Hour and 24-Hour Comp. Methodology, Demo. of Attain. Not Approvabie. 
..| 3-Hour and 24-Hour 
..| 3-Hour and 24-Hour Comp. Methodology. 
Part D SIP Site-Spec. Redes. ..| 3-Hour and 24-Hour Comp. Methodology, Possible Tall Stack Issue. 


...| Section 110 SIP... 
..| Section 110 SIP... 
... Section 110 SIP... 
...| Section 110 SIP... 
...| Section 110 SIP... 
...| Section 110 SIP... 
...| Section 110 SIP... 
...| Section 110 SIP... 
..| Section 110 SIP... 
..| Section 110 SIP... 
...| Section 110 SIP... 
...| Section 110 SIP... 
..| Section 110 SIP Site-Spec. 
.| Section 110 SIP Site-Spec. 
..| Section 110 SIP... 
...| Section 110 SIP... 
..| Section 110 SIP... 
...| Section 110 SIP... 
..| Section 110 SIP... 
...| Section 110 SIP... 
..| Section 110 SIP... 
Section 110. SIP... 
Section 110 SIP... se ; 
Section 110 SIP... ..| 3-Hour and 24-Hour Comp. Methodology. 
..| Section.110 SIP... ..| 3-Hour and 24-Hour Comp. Methodology. 
..| Section 110 SIP Site-Spec. ..| 3-Hour and 24-Hour Comp. Methodology. 
a ..| 3-Hour and 24-Hour Comp. Methodology. 
...| Section 110 SIP... ..| 3-Hour and 24-Hour Comp. Methodology. 
..| Section 110 SIP... 4 
..| Section 110 SIP... 
..| Section 110 SIP... 
..| Section 110 SIP... * . Methodology. 
...| Part D SIP Site-Spec... ..| 3-Hour and 24-Hour Comp. Methodology, Revised Demo. of Attain. Not Submitted, Possible Tall Stack ‘ssue. 
..| Section 110 SIP... ..| 3-Hour and 24-Hour Comp. Methodology. 
..| Section 110 SIP .| 3-Hour and 24-Hour Comp. Methodology. 
..1 Section 110 SIP Site-Spec. ........ sweet 3-HOur and 24-Hour Comp. Methodology, Deficient Demo. of Attain., Submit. of Add. Emission Limits and info. Req. 
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RN i cicadecsinctitiiccngicein ten 


Section 110 SIP... 


Whitley .......... oe cman; OY 


Explanation of expressions in table 


3-Hour and 24-Hour Comp. Methodology. 
...| 3-Hour and 24-Hour Comp. Methodology. 
...| 3-Hour and 24-Hour Comp. ; 
...| 3-Hour and 24-Hour Comp. Methodology. 
3-Hour and 24-Hour Comp. Methodology. 


Section 110 SIP: A plan for an attainment or unclassifiable area, which is being acted upon under section 110 of the CAA 
Part D SIP: A plan for a nonattainment area, which is being acted upon both under section 110 and Part D of the CAA. 
Site-Spec.: A plan which contains site-specific emission limits, which were developed for a specific source/area. 

Redes: A request by the State to redesignate an area under section 107 of the CAA. 

3-Hour and 24-Hour Comp. Methodology: USEPA is proposing to disapprove a plan, because the State submitted a compliance methodology which is not consistent with the 3-hour and 24- 


hour short-term SO, NAAQS. 


Demo, of Attain. Not Approvable: USEPA is proposing to disapprove a plan, because the demonstration of attainment which the State submitted contains deficiencies and, therefore, the 


plan is not approvable 


Possible Tali Stack Issue: One or more sources within the plan have changed their stack configuration since 1970. These changes must be property Sg talaga within the plan in keeping with 


USEPA's July 8, 1985, promulgation of its regulations for implementing section 123 of the CAA (50 FR 27892). The State needs to 


credited. 


if emissions these sources were correctly 


Deficient Demo. of Attain., Submit. of Add. Emission Limits and Info. Reg.: USEPA is proposing to disapprove a plan, because the demonstration of attainment which the State submitted is 
deficient in that additional information and emission limits are required. Therefore, the current plan is not approvable. 
Pian for Secondary Std.: Plan does not provide for attainment of the secondary SO. NAAQS. 


Comments and Deficiencies Concerning 
Area-Specific SO. Plans 


Indiana's SO» regulation, 325 IAC 7-1, 
consists of (1) point-specific emission 
limits for certain sources in Lake, 
LaPorte, Marion, and Vigo Counties and 
(2) a general 6.0 lbs /MMBTU emission 
limit for all other sources throughout the 
State. The regulation also provides that 
if the State has adopted or does adopt 
other emission limits through its 
operating/construction permit 
procedures, these limits automatically 
supersede for State purposes those 
limits contained in 325 IAC 7-1. 

Other than for new sources, area- 
specific/source-specific SO2 limits have 
been submitted to USEPA for 11 
counties in Indiana. These counties are: 
Dearborn, Jefferson, Lake, LaPorte, 
Marion, Porter, Posey, Sullivan, Vigo, 
Warrick. and (draft limits) Wayne. In 
addition, the State needs to ultimately 
determine if such limits are required in 
the remaining counties; particularly in 
Floyd, Gibson, Morgan, and Vermillion 
Counties. Each of these 15 counties and 
the plan for that county are addressed 
separately below.* 


Dearborn County 


Dearborn County is designated 
unclassifiable for the SOQ: NAAQS. On 
March 12, 1982, USEPA disapproved the 
general 6.0 lbs/MMBTU emission limit 
in 325 LAC 7-1, which was applicable to 
all sources in this county. On November 
16, 1983, Indiana submitted a revised 
plan for this county which includes (1) a 


* As mentioned earlier, USEPA is proposing to 
disapprove the entire Indiana plan because it 
contains a compliance methodology which is not 
consistent with the short-term 3-hour and 24-hour 
SO. NAAQS. To prevent repetition, this issue will 
not be addressed at length in any of the following 
county-specific sections, but will simply be 
referenced as the “short-term compliance 
methodology issue.” Nevertheless, USEPA is 
proposing to disapprove the plan for each of these 
counties due to this issue. 


modeled attainment demonstration and 
(2) site-specific emission limits for three 
sources (IMEC’s Tanners Creek 
Generating Station, Joseph E. Seagram 
and Sons, Inc., and Scheneley Distillers, 
Inc.) 5 and the general 6.0 lbs/MMBTU 
limit for all other sources. The State also 
requested on April 19, 1982, that the 
county be redesignated to attainment for 
SOz. 

USEPA is proposing to disapprove 
both Indiana’s redesignation request 
and SO> strategy because of the short- 
term compliance methodology issue. 
Additionally, the attainment 
demonstration is based on taking credit 
for certain changes in the stack height/ 
configuration at Tanners Creek. 
Specifically, the three stacks serving 
Boilers 1, 2 and 3 were merged to a 
single taller stack. The Dearborn County 
plan must be reviewed further to 
determine if the modeling of this stack 
configuration complies with USEPA’s 
recent promulga‘ion of its regulations 
implementating the stack height 
requirements of section 123 of the CAA 
(50 FR 27892, July 8, 1985). If it does not, 
this too would be a reason why the plan 
would have to be disapproved. 


Floyd County 


Floyd County was designated 
attainment for SO2. On March 27, 1980 
(45 FR 20437), USEPA proposed to 
approve the then current Indiana SO2 


5 Emission limits in this plan are: Tanners Creek 
Units 1, 2 and 3 [at rated capacities)—1.2 Ibs/ 
MMBTU, Unit 4—8.3 Ibs/MMBTU; Seagram Boiler 
5—1.92 lbs/MMBTU and 30,000 tons of coal per 
year, Boiler 6—6.0 lbs/ MMBTU; and Scheneley 
Boilers 1 and 9—0.55 lbs/MMBTU, Boiler 2—2.70 
lbs/MMBTU when Boilers 1 and 9 are not operating 
and Boiler 2 is operating at 48 MMBTU/hr or less, 
and Boiler 2—0.55 lbs/MMBTU when Boiler 2 is 
operating at over 48 MMBTU/hr. (Although not 
addressed in the permit, presumably Indiana meant 
Boiler 2 to be limited to 0.55 lbs/MMBTU if it was 
operating at less than 48 MMBTU/hr and Boiler 1 
and/or 9 were operating.) 


regulation, 1979 APC 13, for Floyd 
County. 

During this'same time frame, Jefferson 
County, Kentucky petitioned the 
Administrator under the interstate 
pollution abatement provisions of 
section 126(b) and (c) of the CAA to 
determine if the PSI Gallagher Station in 
Floyd County was impermissibly 
contributing to SO: pollution levels in 
Jefferson County. On February 16, 1982 
(47 FR 6624), the Administrator 
determined that the Gallagher Station 
was not in violation of section 126.® 

In collecting data in response to 
Jefferson County's petition, USEPA had 
a computer dispersion modeling 
analysis performed for the area. This 
analysis predicted that when the 
Gallagher Station is emitting at the 
allowable limit of 6.0 lbs/MMBTU 
provided in 325 IAC 7-1, the primary 
SO, standards are protected in Indiana. 
However, the modeling also predicted 
that violations of the secondary NAAQS 
could occur in Indiana if Gallagher emits 
at a rate greater than 4.7 lbs/MMBTU. 

Because of this, on May 26, 1982 (47 
FR 22976), USEPA reproposed action on 
Floyd County. USEPA proposed to 
approve the 6.0 lbs/MMBTU emission 
limit to protect the primary standards in 
Floyd County, to disapprove it as 
protecting the secondary standard, and 
to take no action at that time on the 30- 
day average compliance method. Today, 
USEPA is reproposing to disapprove the 
complete Floyd County strategy because 
of the short-term compliance 
methodology issue. 

However, if the strategy contained a 
methodology which ensured compliance 
with the short-term SO2 NAAQS, 
USEPA could proceed with rulemaking 


® This determination was appealed to the U. S. 


Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit. The Court 
upheld USEPA's determination. See Air Pollution 
Control District of Jefferson County, Kentucky v. 

USEPA, 739 F.2d 1071 (6th Cir. 1984). 
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on Floyd County as proposed on May 26, 
1982. Comments were received on that 
proposal from the States of Indiana and 
New York; Jefferson County, Kentucky; 
and PSI, the owner of the Gallagher 
Power Plant. These comments and 
USEPA's complete responses to the 
comments are available at the locations 
listed in the front of this notice. 
Following is a summary of the 
comments and the appropriate USEPA's 
responses to that proposal. 

The State of Indiana and PSI raised 
issues concerning the modeling, and 
informed USEPA of a recently 
established ambient monitor which has 
not recorded any excursions of the SO 
standards. The State requested that 
USEPA approve the plan for the primary 
standard and conditionally approve it 
for the secondary standard until such 
time as Indiana further studies the area 
and develops, if necessary, a revised 
strategy for the area. 

USEPA finds that the Floyd County 
area was modeled correctly and that 
there are presently insufficient 
monitoring data to be of use in 
development of a Floyd County SIP. As 
to conditionally approving the Floyd 
County SO, Plan with respect to the 
secondary SO, standard, USEPA's 
conditional approval policy does not 
apply in attainment areas.” Because 
Floyd County is designated attainment, 
the growth restrictions of section 
110(a)(2){I) do not apply there, and a 
conditional approval is not appropriate 
for the area. However, USEPA could 
have approved the area for the primary 
standards while not approving it for the 
secondary standard. 

New York State questioned-whether 
the 6.0 Ibs/MMBTU emission limit 
would be a relaxation from the actual 
existing emissions for Gallagher and 
whether the interstate pollution 
requirements of section 110(a)}(2}(E) 
were properly addressed for SO, 
emissions from Floyd County. More 
specifically it questioned whether the 
cumulative impact of SIP relaxations for 
midwest SO:2 sources must be addressed 
under section 110(a)(2)(E) before USEPA 
can act on-the- Floyd County SIP; 
whether the particulates (sulfates) 
formed from SO2 emissions from Floyd 
County impermissibly, with respect to 
section 110(a)}(2)(E), impact New York's 
total suspended particulate (TSP) 
nonattainment areas; and whether the 
currently available long-range transport 
computer dispersion models should be 
used to make these determinations. 


7 For more detail on USEPA's conditional 
approval policy see 44 FR 38583 (July 2, 1979) and 44 
FR 67182 (November 23, 1979). 


The Gallagher section 126 record 
shows that a 6.0 Ibs/MMBTU emission 
limit is essentially a status quo limit. 
This conclusion is valid despite the 
source’s 5.42 lbs/MMBTU 1980 annual 
averaged emission rate. A direct 
comparison of the two emission rates 
was inapposite because the 6.0 lbs/ 
MMBTU limit is presumed to be based 
on the short-term average obtained from 
the stack test method contained in 40 
CFR Part 60, while the 1980 actual 
emission rate was computed on an 
annual average basis. Due to the high 
variability of coal's sulfur content, the 
longer annual averaging time will 
always result in a lower average 
emission rate for a source than the 
maximum measured in a stack test. (See 
the “30-Day Averaging Compliance 
Method” section preceding.) 

Regarding the Gallagher Station 
emission rate, the 1980 actual annual 
average emission rate of 5.42 lbs/ 
MMBTU, if recomputed on a short-term 
basis, would yield an emission rate at 
least as high as the 6.0 lbs/MMBTU rate 
USEPA is rulemaking on today. 
Therefore, if USEPA were to approve 
this limit, it would not constitute a 
relaxation from actual emission levels. 
In relation to allowable levels, USEPA's 
approval would establish a continuously 
applicable Federal emission limit where 
none now exists. 

With respect to New York’s concern 
about the interstate impact under 
section 110(a)(2)}(E), USEPA has 
addressed the impact of Gallagher’s SO2 
emissions on the adjacent areae of 
Kentucky in the section 126 proceedings 
and has found no impermissible impact. 
(Kentucky is the only other state within 
50 km of Floyd County.) USEPA has 
responded to New York's other general 
concerns about long-range transport, 
sulfate deposition, etc. in USEPA’s 
response to the section 126 petitions of 
New York, and others. See 49 FR 48152 
(December 10, 1984). The State of New 
York et ai. petitioned the U.S. Court of 
Appeals for the District of Columbia to 
review this section 126 determination, 
but the Court has not yet reached a 
decision. See Causes 84-1592 and 85- 
1082. 

Jefferson County, Kentucky asserted 
that because the secondary SO2 
standard is not protected, the SO. plan 
for Floyd County should be completely 
disapproved. It also noted that the plan 
did not specify a “reasonable time” by 
which the secondary standard would be 
attained and, therefore, felt that the plan 
is not approvable. 

In today's action, USEPA is proposing 
to disapprove the entire SO: plan. 
However, the CAA does recognize the 
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possibility that a plan may initially 
protect only the primary, health-related 
NAAQS while giving a State additional 
time to develop a plan to protect the 
secondary, welfare-related NAAQS. 
See, e.9., section 110(b). In the May 26, 
1982, proposal (47 FR 22976), USEPA 
proposed to approve the 6.0 Ibs/ 
MMBTU emission limit because it 
protects the primary standard and 
because 1974 APC 13 did not contain 
any emission limits. USEPA proposed to 
disapprove the plan with respect to the 
secondary standard and, at the time of 
USEPA’s final rulemaking, to notify the 
State under section 110(c) that the Floyd 
County SO, SIP is deficient in that the 
secondary standard is not protected. 
This disapproval and the SIP revision/ 
promulgation process initiated by 
section 110(c) would have assured that 
the deficiency would have been 
corrected within a reasonable time. 


Gibson County 


Gibson County is designated 
unclassifiable for SO2. PSI operates a 
large power plant within the county 
known as the Gibson Station. 325 IAC 7- 
1 would normally limit all existing units 
(Units 1-4) at this facility to 6.0 Ibs/ 
MMBTU. However, in order to assure 
that the construction of Unit 5 did not 
jeopardize the NAAQS, Indiana also 
required more stringent emission limits 
for Units 1-4. These more stringent 
limits for Units 1-4 are contained in the 
Part C Prevention of Significant 
Deterioration (PSD) permit for Unit 5 
and, therefore, are presently enforceable 
by USEPA. 

In addition to the short-term 
compliance methodology issue, USEPA 
is proposing to disapprove the Gibson 
County plan because Indiana has not 
submitted documentation that these 
State and federally enforceable 
emission limits for Gibson Station are 
sufficient to assure the attainment and 
maintenance of the SO2 NAAQS. In fact, 
air quality modeling provided by 
Indiana indicates that these emission 
limits will not protect the NAAQS. 
USEPA notified Indiana of this fact in a 
September 2, 1983, letter. 


Jefferson County—Redesignation 


USEPA initially designated Jefferson 
County as unclassifiable. On January 27, 
1981 (46 FR 8588), USEPA proposed to 
redesignate Jefferson County to 
nonattainment for the secondary SO2 
NAAQS. The proposed redesignation 
was based on modeled violations of the 
secondary SO2 NAAQS. This modeling 
was originally performed by a USEPA 
contractor to assist USEPA in evaluating 
a petition filed by Kentucky under 
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section 126 of the CAA concerning 
IKEC's Clifty Creek Generating Station, 
as discussed further below.® 

However, on December 13, 1983, the 
U.S. Court of Appeals for the Seventh 
Circuit determined that USEPA.could 
not redesignate an area to 
nonattainment after the date of the 
initial designations against the will of a 
State. See Bethlehem Steel Corporation 
v. USEPA, 726 F.2d 1303. Based on this 
decision, USEPA is withdrawing its 
January 27, 1981, proposal. 

Using two stacks at 207m and the new 
associated parameters as input, IKEC 
modeled the facility and submitted the 
results to Indiana. (This was the proper 
modeling configuration under the 
February 8, 1982, regulations. On 
December 3, 1985, and April 3, 1986, the 
State submitted information related to 
the stack credits of Clifty Creek with 
respect to USEPA’s stack height 
regulations. This information will be the 
subject of a separate rulemaking notice. 
On March 13, 1981, Indiana requested 
redesignation of Jefferson County to 
attainment for SO2 and submitted the 
IKEC modeling as justification for this 
redesignation. This modeling predicts 
that violations of the NAAQS do not 
occur if Clifty Creek emits at a rate of 
7.52 lbs/MMBTU? and sources in the 
remainder of the county emit at a rate of 
6.0 lbs/ MMBTU. Later in this notice, 
USEPA is proposing rulemaking to 
disapprove the 7.52 lbs/MMBTU 
emission limitation for Clifty Creek and 
the 6.0 lbs/MMBTU emission limit for all 
other sources in Jefferson County, 
Indiana. 


® The above modeling was based on Clifty 
Creek's stack configuration at the time of the plant's 
construction in the 1950's, i.e., three stacks at 207 
meters (m), and was consistent with USEPA's policy 
in January 1981 to implement section 123 of the 
CAA. As noted before, section 123 limits the credit 
that can be given to stack heights and dispersion 
enhancement techniques in the development of SIPs 
and the establishment of emission limits. Clifty 
Creek's stack configuration was changed in the 
middle of the 1970's to two 300m stacks. 

On February 8, 1982 (47 FR 5869), USEPA 
promulgated its regulations to implement section 
123. As then promulgated, they allowed modeling of 
Clifty Creek at the original stack height of 207m 
while using its present number of stacks (two) and 
the stack parameters associated with the newer 
stacks; i.e., exit gas temperature and velocity, stack 
diameter, etc. The February 8, 1982, regulations 
were challenged under section 307 of the CAA, and 
the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of 
Columbia upheld certain portions of the regulations, 
remanded other portions to USEPA, and 
disapproved the remainder. See Sierra Club v. 
USEPA, 719 F.2d 436 (1983), cert. denied, 104 S. Ct. 
3571 (July 2, 1984). In response to this Court ruling, 
USEPA recently promulgated revised regulations on 
July 8, 1985. The State's review of physical stack 
height credit and merged stack credit for Clifty 


Creek is the subject of a separate rulemaking notice. 


® Historically, Clifty Creek's SO. emissions have 
ranged between 6.01 and 8.40 lbs/MMBTU, 
averaged on a monthly basis. 


Based on the proposed disapproval of 
the Jefferson County SO2 plan, USEPA is 
proposing to deny Indiana's request to 
redesignate Jefferson County from 
unclassified to attainment of the SO. 
NAAQS and to retain the present 
unclassified designation for this county. 


Jefferson County—Emission Limits 


After reviewing a Jefferson County 
modeling analysis with Clifty Creek 
being modeled with three 207m stacks, 
on January 27, 1981, USEPA disapproved 
the Indiana 6.0 lbs/MMBTU SO; plan 
for Jefferson County. USEPA also issued 
a section 110({a)(2)(H) notice of SIP 
deficiency (46 FR 8784, January 27, 1981). 

The IAPCB adopted operating permits 
containing revised source-specific 
emission limits for Clifty Creek and on 
April 15, 1982, submitted them as 
revisions to the SO2 SIP. These permits 
establish a 7.52 lbs/MMBTU SO; 
emission limitation for Units 1 through 6 
at the Clifty Creek plant. The permits 
also set a maximum SOs emission rate 
of 269,900 lbs of SO per 3 hours 
(equivalent to 7.52 lbs/MMBTU at 
maximum operating capacity). These 
emission limits replaced the State's 6.0 
Ibs/MMBTU limit for Clifty Creek 
contained in 325 IAC 7-1. 

Based on the short-terms compliance 
methodology issue, USEPA is proposing 
to disapprove the 7.52 lbs/MMBTU limit 
for Clifty Creek and the 6.0 lbs/ MMBTU 
limit in 325 IAC 7-1 for other sources in 
Jefferson County. USEPA is proposing to 
disapprove the 269,900 Ibs of SO2 per 3 
hours limit because the State did not 
demonstrate with reduced load 
modeling that this limit protects the 
NAAQS at less than full load. For more 
information on the requirements for 
reduced load modeling, see the 
discussion of this subject in the “Lake 
County” section following. 


Jefferson County—Section 126 


Kentucky petitioned the 
Administrator under section 126 to 
determine if Clifty Creek was causing or 
substantially contributing to violations 
of the SO. NAAQS in Kentucky (44 FR 
29495, May 21, 1979). USEPA held a 
hearing on Kentucky's petition on June 
19, 1979. USEPA anticipates proposing in 
the Federal Register its determination 
on Kentucky's petition after it fully acts 
on a plan for Jefferson County. Even so, 
USEPA will review and revise its action 
on Clifty Creek if its final determination 
on Kentucky's section 126 petition 
conflicts with its action on the Jefferson 
County plan. 

New York, Pennsylvania and Maine 
also petitioned USEPA under section 
126. These States petitioned USEPA to 
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consider the aggregate effect of SOz 
emissions from several sources, 
including Clifty Creek, on the particulate 
levels within their States. As stated 
before, USEPA made a final 
determination on this petition in the 
December 10, 1984, Federal Register (49 
FR 48152), and the reader is referred to 
this determination for responses to the 
issues raised in this petition. 


Lake County 


The northern portion of Lake County 
is designated nonattainment. On March 
12, 1982 (47 FR 10813), USEPA 
conditionally approved the Indiana SO, 
Part D SIP for Lake County. On 
September 7, 1982 (47 FR 39167), USEPA 
amended one of the conditions in its 
approval. The Lake County conditions 
are that the State must: 


1. Demonstrate that the 24-hour SO, 
standard is constraining or provide 3-hour 
and annual attainment analyses, 

2. Justify appropriate SO2 background 
levels for a// averaging periods and use these 
in the analyses, 

3. Include a complete emission inventory 
(with process sources) in the attainment 
analyses, 

4. Design a receptor network which 
provides adequate resolution and use this 
network in the analyses, and 

5. Address the Northern Indiana Public 
Service Corporation (NIPSCO) Mitchell 
Generating Station stack height in the revised 
analysis. 


Furthermore, if in satisfying these 
conditions Indiana found that revisions 
to the original emission limitations were 
necessary, then Indiana committed to 
submit these revisions to USEPA (as 
changes to the SIP). 

In response to these conditions, on 
March 21, 1984, the State of Indiana 
submitted a revised SOz control strategy 
for Lake County (325 IAC 7-1-8.1. 
Appendix A, Lake County Sulfur 
Dioxide Limitations), along with 
technical support (i.e., a new modeling 
analysis). On October 15, 1984, the State 
of Indiana submitted revisions to 325 
IAC 7-1-8.1 (Lake County SO, 
Limitations) to USEPA for parallel 
processing for SIP revision purposes. 
The October 15, 1984, revisions, which 
are only for the United States Steel 
(USS) Gary Works, result in a net 
reduction of 415.2 lbs/hr from the 
overall plan. Although no modeling was 
provided to support these revised 
emission limits, the State noted in a 
September 17, 1984, letter that modeling 
was performed for 15 days from the full 
year analysis performed for the Lake 
County SO2 SIP. Because this 15-day 
“mini-analysis” for the revised USS 
limits is built upon the overall county- 
wide SIP analysis, the approvability of 
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the October 15, 1984, changes to 
Indiana's plan modeled in the mini- 
analysis must be based not only on the 
mini-analysis itself but also on the 
approvability of the underlying overall 
Lake County SO2 plan which is 
discussed below. 


Lake County—1984 Analyses 


USEPA has compared the emission 
limits in Indiana’s 1984 submittals 
relative to those which USEPA 
conditionally approved, One significant 
change is that, in addition to those 
emission limits expressed as Ibs/hour, 
the plan includes emission limits 
expressed as lbs/MMBTU and Ibs/ton. 
However, these lbs/MMBTU and lbs/ 
ton limits are only applicable at-rated 
capacity. It is not clear what the 
applicable emission limits would be at 
less than rated capacity, other than the 
overall lbs/hour limits. Other significant 
changes/deficiencies are discussed in 
the technical support document. Because 
the proposed regulations are 
substantially different from the 
regulations which were conditionally 
approved in 1982 by USEPA, the 
outstanding 1982 conditional approval 
issues are essentially irrelevant to the 
1984 plans and the 1984 proposed 
regulations must stand on their own; i.e., 
a complete attainment demonstration is 
necessary to support the proposed 
regulations. 

Based on the available data, USEPA 
has determined that the proposed 
regulations are not approvable. This is 
due both to the short-term compliance 
methodology issue and to deficiencies in 
the attainment demonstration. General 
and source-specific deficiencies and 
comments are summarized below. 

1. Reduced Load Analysis—The 
proposed regulations contain a fuel 
quality (Ibs/MMBTU or lbs/ton) 
emission limitation that is applicable 
only at rated capacity. At lower 
operating/ production rates (as well as 
at rated capacity), the lbs/hr limit 
applies. This would enable a given 
source to emit as much SO, at full load 
as at, for example, 50 percent load. 
However, as load decreases, plume rise 
also decreases. Thus, a source operating 
at partial load (but at full, allowed 
emissions) will cause higher peak 
ambient pollutant levels than the same 
source operating at full load. 

The modeling submitted by the State, 
however, only considered full load 
operation. No analysis has been 
provided to ensure that the standards 
will be protected at reduced load under 
the lbs/hr limits. Therefore, the 
analyses/rules submitted do not assure 
attainment and maintenance under all 
load conditions. 


2. Plume Rise Enhancement—The 3- 
hour and 24-hour attainment 
demonstrations took credit for enhanced 
plume rise, resulting from the merging of 
nearby plumes; i.e., the individual 
exhaust gas buoyancy and momentum 
combine to increase plume rise. This 
modification to the medel used, RAM, 
effectively produces a non-reference 
model. 

USEPA procedures and techniques for 
the determining the acceptability of a 
nonguideline model are discussed in the 
“Regional Workshops on Air Quality 
Modeling: A Summary Report”, April 
1981, and “Guideline on Air Quality 
Models (Revised)”, July 1986. No such 
support has been provided for the non- 
guideline model used in Lake County. 
Therefore, the results of the short-term 
modeling must be disregarded. 

3. Interstate Impacts—section 
110({a)(2)(E) requires that SIPs must 
prohibit stationary sources in one State 
from preventing attainment and 
maintenance of the NAAQS in any other 
State, and that source emissions may 
not interfere with measures in any other 
State's Part C PSD plans. Section 
110(a}{2)(E) also requires that SIPs must 
insure compliance with section 126 
(interstate pollution abatement). No 
interstate impact analysis for either 
Illinois or Michigan (the two States 
close enough to be within the modeling 
range of the current guideline models) 
has been provided for the Lake County 
SOz SIP. 

4. Receptor Network—The receptor 
network used in the modeling was 
deficient in that (1) it failed to include 
areas on plant property where the 
general public is not prevented from 
entry, (2) an inappropriate model for 
determining hot spot locations was used 
in some locations, and (3) the modeling 
did not include sufficient receptors 
around American Brick in Munster. It 
should be noted that the modeling 
contained no receptors over Lake 
Michigan. 

5. Annual Analysis—There are 
several technical problems with this 
analysis which are discussed in 
USEPA's technical support document. 

6. Common Emission Limits—Several 
facilities have a common emission 
limitation. USEPA has reviewed the 
acceptability of collective limits for 
these sources and has grouped them 
within the technical support document 
into three categories: 

(1) Those needing further support, 

(2) Those needing no further support, 
and 

(3) Those needing more information to 
determine the need for further support. 

The plan contains certain sources 
which USEPA has determined fall 
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within categories 1 and 3. Therefore, the 
plan is not approvable for these sources. 

7. Meteorological Data Base/Modeling 
Issues—Only one full year of 
meteorological (MET) data (1964 
Midway surface/Peoria upper air) was 
used in the 1984 modeling. USEPA 
modeling guidelines specify the use of 
five years of representative MET data, 
whenever available. 

At the time of the development of the 
original Lake County Part D SIP, USEPA 
agreed to accept a Lake County SO, 
plan based on only one year of MET 
data. However, in view of the length of 
time since this agreement, the 
availability of five years of MET data, 
and the fact that the proposed 
regulations constitute essentially a new 
SIP (i.e., substantially different from the 
conditionally approved 1982 SIP), 
continued acceptance of one year of 
MET data is questionable. USEPA is 
proposing to disapprove the Lake 
County plan for other reasons. However, 
any new plan must be based on the most 
recent 5 years of MET data. 

In addition to the above modeling 
deficiencies, other comments/ 
deficiencies concerning the Lake County 
modeling, including site-specific 
elements within the plan, are included in 
the technical support document, and 
USEPA is soliciting comment on these 
issues as well. 

As stated before, USEPA proposes to 
disapprove the Lake County SOz plan, 
including the U.S. Steel source-specific 
portion. This disapproval is due to the 
numerous modeling and technical 
deficiencies with the plan and the short- 
term compliance methodology issue. 


Lake County Redesignation 


On July 1, 1985, and .July 11, 1985, 
Indiana requested that USEPA 
redesignate to attainment the area in 
Lake County currently designated as a 
primary SO nonattainment area. This 
request was based on (1) monitored data 
showing no monitored violations of the 
SO, standards and (2) the SQ2 
attainment strategy, including modeling, 
conditionally approved by USEPA in 
1982. 

USEPA is proposing to disapprove this 
redesignation request because it does 
not conform to USEPA’s redesignation 
policy for SO, nonattainment areas 
(April 21, 1983, memorandum from 
Sheldon Meyers, Director, Office of Air 
Quality Planning and Standards, and 
December 23, 1983, memorandum from 
G.T. Helms, Chief, Control Programs 
Operation Branch). USEPA recognizes 
that the Lake County monitored data for 
the last two calendar years do not show 
violations of the NAAQS. (One 
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exceedance of the 24-hour standard was 
measured in 1984.) However, to 
redesignate an area to attainment for 
SO2, USEPA’s policy also requires an 
approvable attainment demonstration 
and certification of.compliance with 
USEPA fully-approved regulations. 

In the case of Lake County, there is no 
USEPA-approved control strategy. 
USEPA did conditionally approve the 
Lake County SO, plan on March 12, 
1982. However, the March 12, 1982, 
Federal Register notice cited numerous 
deficiencies with this original modeling 
analysis which precludes it from being 
considered a completely approvable 
analysis. Additionally, USEPA’s 
approval was set aside on May 11, 1984. 
See “Court Decisions Affecting the 
Indiana SO, SIP” section of today's 
notice. Furthermore, USEPA today is 
proposing to disapprove Indiana’s 
October 15, 1984, modeled attainment 
demonstration. Thus, the October 15, 
1984, strategy too would not be a basis 
for redesignation. Because Indiana 
neither has a fully-approved SIP nor an 
approvable attainment demonstration in 
Lake County, USEPA is proposing to 
disapprove Indiana's Lake County 
redesignation request. 


LaPorte County 


The northwest portion of LaPorte 
County is designated primary 
nonattainment for SO2 and the 
remainder is designated attainment. On 
June 26, 1979, Indiana submitted an SO, 
strategy for LaPorte County which 
consisted of emission limits for the 
Indiana State Prison '° and the general 
6.0 lbs/MMBTU limit contained in 
Indiana’s SO: regulation, 325 IAC 
Article 7, for all other sources. On 
March 12, 1982, USEPA approved this 
strategy on the condition that Indiana 
correct certain modeling deficiencies. 
The U.S. Court of Appeals for the 
Seventh Circuit, on May 11, 1984, 
vacated USEPA’s conditional approval 
of this plan. 

Instead of responding directly to the 
conditions, Indiana chose to redesign 
the entire strategy for the county. On 
June 6, 1983, Indiana submitted a revised 
strategy for LaPorte County. This 
strategy consisted of a 6.0 lbs/MMBTU 
emission limit for most sources in the 
county, except for the Indiana State 
Prison and the NIPSCO power plant in 
Michigan City. On June 14, 1983, Indiana 


10 Emissions from the Indiana State Prison were 
limited to 4.44 lbs/MMBTU if it used its then 
existing three 21 meter stacks or 5.12 lbs/MMBTU if 
a new single 30.5 meter stack was constructed. It is 
USEPA's understanding that the new stack was 
constructed, and the source at this time must meet 
Indiana's 5.12 lbs/MMBTU emission limit. This 
emission limit is discussed further in this proposal. 


) 


requested USEPA to consider the 
revised NIPSCO limits, with the 
technical support supplied, as ‘satisfying 
the conditions of USEPA’s March 12, 
1982, approval of the LaPorte County 
SIP. It also requested that USEPA 
redesignate LaPorte County attainment 
for the SO. NAAQS. Additional 
modeling was submitted on September 
26, 1983. 


LaPorte County Redesignation 


The modeling demonstrated that the 
NAAQS would be attained and 
maintained throughout most of the 
county, but predicted 24-hour violations 
of the NAAQS in a swath north- 
northeast of the NIPSCO plant, starting 
over Lake Michigan and continuing over 
the Michigan City Yacht Basin. The 
maximum second-high SO: level 
predicted for a 24-hour period is 497 pg/ 
m3, which occurs over Lake Michigan. 
The highest second-high concentration 
over the yacht basin is 442 pg/m*, and 
over land near the bank of the yacht 
basin it is 432 pg/m*.?! These 
concentrations are dominated by the 
NIPSCO plant and would be greater if a 
background concentration would be 
included. Nevertheless, these impacts 
alone are above the the 24-hour SO, 
NAAQS of 365 pg/m% not to be 
exceeded more than once per year; i.e, 
maximum second-high of 365 yg/m*. 

USEPA has analyzed these data in 
relation to the CAA’s requirement to 
assure that the SO, ambient air quality 
standards are protected. “Ambient Air” 
is defined at 40 CFR 50.1(e) as that 
portion of the atmosphere, external to 
buildings, to which the general public 
has access. USEPA has determined that 
the modeled violations near the bank, 
over the yacht basin, and over Lake 
Michigan are sufficient to make the 
State’s control strategy disapprovable. 
Because Indiana’s strategy does not 
assure attainment of the NAAQS in 
these areas and because of the short- 
term compliance methodology issue, 
USEPA is proposing to disapprove the 
State’s request to redesignate to 
attainment that portion of LaPorte 
County currently designated as 
nonattainment. In addition to the above 
overriding reasons for proposing to 
disapprove the request, the State also 
did not provide assurances that all 
sources in LaPorte County were in 
compliance with the LaPorte County 
strategy which the State had submitted. 


11 The predicted values of 497 ng/m*, 442 pg/m>, 
and 432 »g/m*do not include any background 
emissions, i.e., emissions from sources either too 
small to model or too far away to be significant. If 
such background emissions would be added to 
these values, the predicted SO, concentrations 
would be even higher. 
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LaPorte County Strategy 


Indiana's revised LaPorte County 
Strategy is based on site-specific 
emission limits for two sources (the 
Indiana State Prison and NIPSCO’s 
Michigan City Power Plant) and the 
general 6.0 lbs/MMBTU limit contained 
in Indiana’s SO, regulation, 325 IAC 
Article 7, for all other sources. Indiana 
submitted modeling for the two 
significant-sources in LaPorte County 
that are regulated by the general 6.0 Ibs/ 
MMBTU limit (Allis Chalmers 
Corporation and the Westville 
Correctional Center). This modeling 
predicted that the NAAQS are attained 
in the vicinity of these sources with a 6.0 
lbs/MMBTU limit. Therefore, the 6.0 
Ibs/MMBTU emission limit would be 
approvable for all LaPorte County 
sources, except for NIPSCO and the 
Indiana State Prison, assuming 
compliance with this limit were 
determined by a stack-test or other 
short-term compliance method. 

As for the exceptions, the emission 
limits for the Indiana State Prison were 
conditionally approved by USEPA on 
March 12, 1982, but were invalidated by 
the May 11, 1984, Seventh Circuit 
decision. See JMEC v. USEPA. On June 
6, 1983, Indiana submitted a strategy 
limiting this facility to 5.12 lbs/MMBTU. 
This limit is based on merging three 21m 
stacks into one 30.5m stack. Credit for 
merged stacks is allowed by USEPA’s 
July 8, 1985, stack height rule based on 
the 5.12 lbs/MMBTU limit because the 
plantwide allowable emissions would 
be less than 5,000 tons/year. The 
Indiana State Prison limit is not 
approvable because of the short-term 
compliance methodology issue. 

On June 6, 1983, Indiana submitted 
revised limits for Units 4, 5, and 6 at 
NIPSCO's Michigan City Power Plant.!? 
These call for different emission limits 
with different compliance time frames, 
depending upon the number of these 
boilers operating at any given time. 
When only one of these boilers is in 
operation, it must meet a 5.3 lbs/ 
MMBTU emission limit. Compliance 
may be determined by any of the 
compliance methodologies provided in 
325 Article 7. When two of the three 


12 Indiana did not submit a revised emission limit 
for Unit 12. The 6.0 lbs/ MMBTU emission limit 
contained in 325 IAC 7-1 for this unit is 
disapprovable, because the modeling which 
accompanied Indiana's submission assumes that 
Unit 12 is limited to 5.3 lbs/ MMBTU. USEPA 
understands, however, that Indiana has issued an 
operating permit limiting this source to a 5.3 Ibs/ 
MMBTU limit (compliance to be determined by the 
methods included in Article 7), and this emission 
limit is in effect for State purposes. These 
deficiencies could be rectified by submitting the 5.3 
lbs/MMBTU emission limit as a revision to the SIP. 
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Units 4, 5, and.6 boilers are in operation, 
each is limited to 5.9 lbs/ MMBTU, as 
averaged on a daily basis.!3 When all 
three of these boilers are in operation, 
each is limited to 4.1 lbs/MMBTU, also 
averaged on a daily basis. 

USEPA has analyzed the data 
submitted and finds it cannot approve 
the LaPorte County plan primarily 
because, as discussed above, it does not 
protect the NAAQS near and over the 
Michigan City Yacht Basin and over 
Lake Michigan, and certain emission 
limits are not supported by a 
methodology which ensures compliance 
with the short-term SO. NAAQS. 
Therefore, USEPA is proposing to 
disapprove the emission limits for all 
sources in LaPorte County, to 
disapprove the LaPorte County 
attainment demonstration, and 
disapprove the redesignation of LaPorte 
County. 


Marion County Redesignation 


All of Marion County, except for a 
small portion in Franklin and 
Washington Townships, is designated 
as a primary nonattainment area for 
SO. On April 16, 1982, the Indiana Air 
Pollution Contro) Board (IAPCB) 
submitted a request to redesignate the 
designated primary nonattainment area 
to attainment for SO2. The request was 
supported by all available monitor data 
and by air quality modeling for the 
major SO2 sources in the eastern and 
northern portions of the county. In 
letters dated July 16, 1982, and 
September 1, 1982, USEPA notified the 
State that insufficient data were 
presently available to support the entire 
redesignation request, particularly for 
the central and southwestern portions of 
the Indianapolis area. 

On November 3, 1982, the IAPCB 
submitted a modified request to 
redesignate five of the nine townships 
(Pike, Washington, Lawrence, Warren, 
and Franklin) in Marion County to 
attainment for SO2 (without 
withdrawing its initial request for full 
county attainment). The submittal 
contained technical support materials 
prepared by the City of Indianapolis Air 
Pollution Control Division (dated j 
October 25, 1982) which includes the 
relevant interagency correspondence 
and air quality computer dispersion 


13 “Daily” is not defined by the State, and the 
State did not submit a compliance methodology for 
daily limits. USEPA assumes, for the purpose of this 
rulemaking, that “daily” means a 24-hour period 
from midnight of one day until midnight of the next 
and that the stack test compliance methodology in 
Article 7 would apply to “daily” limits. USEPA is 
soliciting comments during the public comment 
period associated with this notice on this 
interpretation of the term “daily”. 


modeling results for the eight major SO2 
sources located in these five townships. 

On March 3, 1983, and August 17, 
1983, in support of the redesignation 
request, the IAPCB submitted revised 
emission limits for the following eight 
SO, sources as revisions to Indiana's 
SO; SIP: Amtrak, Chrysler Corporation 
(Shadeland Avenue Plant), Ford Motor 
Company, Fort Benjamin Harrison, 
International Harvester Company, Rock 
Island Refining Corporation, Western 
Electric Company, Inc., and Refined, 
Metals. These SO: emission limits are 
consistent with the City of Indianapolis’ 
SO, Regulation, IV-4, but are more 
stringent than Indiana’s SO: limits of 6.0 
lbs/MMBTU. On March 28, 1983, the 
City of Indianapolis submitted a 
supplemental modeling run to support 
the redesignation/SIP revision for the 
five townships. 

USEPA reviewed the monitor data 
submitted for Marion County and found 
that it did not show any violations of the 
SO, NAAQS in the last 8 quarters. 
(Included were data from the two 
monitors in Washington Township and 
the one in Pike Township.) However, 
because USEPA recognizes that a small 
number of ambient monitors are usually 
not representative of the air quality for 
the entire area if an area is dominated 
by point sources, USEPA also requires 
modeling analysis of SO, areas being 
redesignated. 

USEPA reviewed the modeling 
analysis for the five townships: i.e., 
Franklin, Lawrence, Pike, Warren, and 
Washington, and found that it is 
consistent with USEPA modeling 
guidance and satisfies USEPA’s criteria 
for redesignation of SO2 nonattainment 
areas to attainment (April 21, 1983, 
memorandum from Sheldon Meyers). 
The analysis included all major SO2 
sources in these townships at their 
proposed SOz2 emission limits. In a June 
14, 1983, letter, the City of Indianapolis 
stated that the eight SO2 sources are 
currently in compliance with their 
operating permit limits. Based on the 
State’s request, the ambient data, the 
modeling data, and the City’s statement 
concerning the sources’ compliance, on 
November 16, 1983 (48 FR 52095), 
USEPA proposed to redesignate 
Franklin, Lawrence, Pike, Warren, and 
Washington Townships from primary 
nonattainment to attainment for the SO2 
NAAQS but to disapprove the requested 
redesignation for the other four 
townships, Center, Decatur, Perry, and 
Wayne. 

Other than general comments from the 
State and City supporting the 
redesignation, no comments were 
received in response to this proposal. 
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Nevertheless, due solely now to the 30- 
day average compliance method issue 
which is applicable to these sources 
because of the State’s submittal of the 
limits, USEPA finds it must now 
repropose to disappove the 
redesignation for the five townships, 
and is doing so. 

The State did not originally provide a 
comparable modeling analysis for the 
remaining four townships; i.e., Center, 
Decatur, Perry, and Wayne. These 
townships contain the larger utility and 
industrial SO2 sources in the county. On 
March 28, 1984, Indiana submitted 
revised emission limits for sources in 
these four townships and modeling to 
support these limits. However, the 
following three issues concerning this 
redesignation request remain: (1) The 
emission limits in these townships are 
impacted by the short-term compliance 
methodology issue, (2) sources within 
the townships are not required to come 
into compliance with the more stringent 
emission limits required by the modeling 
until future dates and, thereby, may now 
be emitting at levels which cause 
violations of the SO. NAAQS, and (3) 
the modeled attainment demonstration 
assumes credit for dispersion techniques 
which must be reviewed with respect to 
USEPA’s July 8, 1985, final rules for 
implementing the stack height 
requirements of section 123. If the 
section 123 review reveals a deficiency, 
then this too would be a reason why the 
request must be disapproved. Based on 
these reasons, USEPA is proposing to 
disapprove the redesignation of Center, 
Decatur, Perry, and Wayne Townships. 


Marion County SO2 Strategy 


As stated earlier, in 1974 Indiana 
adopted a revised statewide SO2 
regulation, APC 13. Indianapolis 
adopted for county purposes regulation 
IV-4, which contained emission limits 
comparable to 1974 APC 13. Both the 
State regulation, when combined with 
the attainment status regulation APC 22, 
and the Indianapolis regulation limited 
emissions from sources in Marion 
County to between 6.0 and 1.2 lbs/ 
MMBTU, depending upon the size and 
characteristics of the source. 

Although Indiana in 1979 adopted a 
revised statewide SO: regulation which 
superseded for State purposes all 
previous SO; regulations in Indiana, the 
City of Indianapolis did not adopt a 
comparable regulation and retained the 
more stringent emission limits of their 
rule IV-4. USEPA conditionally 
approved with certain exceptions just 
Indiana’s revised SO2 regulation for 
Marion County on March 12, 1982. At no 
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time has USEPA adopted into the SIP 
rule IV-4. 

As stated earlier, on November 3, 
1982, the State submitted a request to 
redesignate five townships in Marion 
County to attainment for SO2. The 
submittal contained technical support 
materials prepared by the City of 
Indianapolis Air Pollution Control 
Division (dated October 25, 1982) which 
included air quality computer dispersion 
modeling results for the eight major SO2 
sources located in these five townships. 
This modeling predicted attainment of 
the NAAQS in these five townships, but 
was based on the more stringent 
emission limitation contained in 
Indianapolis’ IV-4. USEPA informed the 
State that in order to have an 
approvable redesignation request based 
on this modeling, the State would have 
to adopt these more stringent emission 
limitations and submit them to USEPA 
as a revision to the SIP. 

Therefore, the State did adopt these 
emission limitations and, on March 3, 
1983, and August 17, 1983, submitted as 
revisions to Indiana’s SO, SIP these 
emission limits for the eight SO2 
sources. The sources are Amtrak, 
Chrysler Corporation (Shadeland 
Avenue), Ford Motor Company, Fort 
Benjamin Harrison, International 
Harvester Company, Rock Island 
Refining Corporation, Western Electric 
Company, Inc., and Refined Metals. The 
operating permits establish SO» 
emission limits for these sources which 
are consistent with the City of 
Indianapolis’ SO2 Regulation, IV-4, but 
which are more stringent than those 
contained in 325 IAC Article 7. 

On November 16, 1983:(48 FR 52095), 
USEPA proposed to approve the 
emission limits for these eight sources 
and to approve the SO, plan for the five 
townships, Franklin, Lawrence, Pike, 
Warren, and Washington. During the 60- 
day public comment period, USEPA 
received comments from the City and 
the State. They noted that one of the 
emission limits for Chrysler Corporation 
was incorrect and submitted a revised 
emission limit for this source. 

USEPA has reviewed the emission 
limitations, including the correction, and 
has found that, but for the compliance 
methodology which is not consistent 
with the short-term SOQ2 NAAQS, the 
SO. NAAQS would be attained and 
maintained at these limits. Nevertheless, 
in light of IMEC v. USEPA and based on 
the short-term compliance methodology 
deficiency, USEPA today is proposing to 
disapprove the emission limits for the 
eight sources as a portion of the Part D 
SIP in Marion County and is proposing 
to disapprove the plan as a whole for 


Franklin, Lawrence, Pike, Warren, and 
Washington Townships. 

On March 21, 1984, March. 28, 1984, 
and April 6, 1984, Indiana submitted a 
revised plan for the remaining four 
townships, Center, Decatur, Perry, and 
Wayne. This plan consisted of a 
computer dispersion modeled 
demonstration of attainment and 
revised, source-specific emission limits 
for Allison Gas Turbine Operations—a 
division of General Motors Corporation 
(plants 5 and 8); Bridgeport Brass 
Company—a division of National 
Distillers Chemical Corporation; Central 
Soya; Central State Hospital; Citizens 
Gas and Coke Utility; Detroit Diesel 
Allison—a division of General Motors 
Corporation; Glass Containers 
Corporation; G.M. Truck and Bus 
Group—a division of General Motors 
Corporation; Indiana Girls School; 
Indianapolis Power and Light Company 
(IPL—Perry K, Perry W, and Stout); The 
Indianapolis Rubber Company; 
Indianapolis Sludge Incinerator: 
National Starch and Chemical 
Corporation; P.T. Components, 
Incorporated (Bearing and Chain); 
Quemetco—RSR Corporation; RCA; 
Reilly Tar and Chemical Corporation; 
Stokely Van Camp, Incorporated: Union 
Carbide Corporation; and Wishard 
Memorial Hospital. USEPA is proposing 
to disapprove the emission limits for the 
above sources and the plan for Center, 
Decatur, Perry, and Wayne Townships 
because of the short-term compliance 
methodology issue and other 
deficiencies previously discussed in this 
notice. 

In addition, the modeled attainment 
demonstration is based on revised stack 
parameters for National Starch and 
IPL—Stout. National Starch proposes to 
combine several stacks into one stack. 
Credit for the enhanced plume rise 
resulting from this combination of stacks 
was assumed in the attainment 
demonstration. Under USEPA's July 8, 
1985, rulemaking on implementing 
section 123 of the CAA, a demonstration 
of equivalence is required to justify 
credit for this stack combination. 

IPL raised its stack on Stout Units 50 
and 60 by 12 feet and added a nozzle 
which increases stack exit velocity. 
USEPA's July 8, 1985, stack height 
rulemaking does not allow automatic 
credit for the increase in the physical 
height of a stack greater than 213 feet. 


Morgan County 


Morgan County contains a large SO2 
source, IPL Pritchard Generating Station. 
The State's SO regulation limits this 
source to the general limit of 6.0 lbs/ 
MMBTU, but the State has not provided 
a demonstration that this limit will 
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protect the SO2 NAAQS. On September 
2, 1983, USEPA notified the State that air 
quality modeling indicates the potential 
for SO: NAAQS violations at the 6.0 
lbs/MMBTU limit, but the State has not 
yet submitted modeling justifying this 
limit. USEPA today is proposing to 
disapprove the plan for Morgan County 
because the State has not demonstrated 
that a 6.0 lbs/MMBTU emission limit, 
with or without 30-day averaging, will 
protect the standards there. 


Porter County 


Porter County is designated 
unclassifiable for SO2. On March 12, 
1982, USEPA disapproved Indiana’s SO 
rule, 325 IAC 7-1, for Porter County 
because the State did not demonstrate 
that the SO2 NAAQS were assured by 
the 6.0 lbs/MMBTU emission limit in 
this regulation. On March 1, 1984, 
Indiana submitted revised limits for 
Bethlehem Steel and Midwest Steel. The 
other sources in the county remained 
limited by 325 IAC 7-1. USEPA has 
reviewed this submittal and has found it 
deficient because the attainment 
demonstration did not address building 
downwash and the emission inventory 
needs further documentation. These 
deficiencies are addressed in more 
detail in USEPA's technical support 
document. USEPA is proposing to 
disapprove the Porter County plan 
because of the short-term compliance 
methodology issue and because, 
considering the deficiencies in the 
modeling, the State has not assured that 
the SO2 NAAQS will be attained and 
maintained with the emission limits in 
its plan. 


Posey County 


Posey County is designated 
attainment. On March 12, 1982, USEPA 
approved 325 IAC 7-1 for this county, 
which imposed a 6.0 Ibs/MMBTU 
emission limit on sources there. On 
November 1, 1983, Indiana submitted as 
an alternative emission control plan 
(bubble) revised limits for the Indiana 
Farm Bureau Co-op Refinery which 
would establish a 14 Ibs/MMBTU limit 
for the FCC preheater and a 5 Ibs/ 
MMBTU limit for three gas/oil fired 
boilers.!* This bubble was based on the 


14 An alternative emission control plan or 
“bubble” is a method by which a source may 
exchange one set of emission limits for another set, 
assumably because the second set is less expensive 
to meet. USEPA's policy on criteria for determining 
the approvability of individual bubbles is found in 
its final Emission Trading Policy Statement (51 FR 
43814, December 4, 1986). A fundamental 
requirement under the policy is that the bubble must 
satisfy certain specified air quality analysis tests 
designed to ensure ambient equivalence. The 

Continued 
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general emission limit in 325 IAC 7-1 of 
6.0 lbs/MMBTU. 

USEPA is proposing to disapprove this 
bubble because the ambient equivalence 
demonstration submitted is 
unacceptable and because the submittal 
failed to address PSD increment 
consumption. Also, USEPA is proposing 
to disapprove the overall SO; plan for 
Posey County because the plan contains 
a compliance methodology which is not 
consistent with the short-term SO: 
NAAQS. 


Sullivan County 


Sullivan County is designated 
attainment for SO2, and the plan for this 
county was approved within USEPA’s 
general approval of 325 IAC 7-1 on 
March 12, 1982. Indiana adopted an 
operating permit for IMEC’s Breed 
Generating Station in Sullivan County 
that contained a 9.57 lbs/MMBTU SO, 
emission limit and initially submitted it 
to USEPA on February 26, 1981. In 
response to deficiencies noted by 
USEPA, the permit was resubmitted on 
June 22, 1982, with additional data. The 
Indiana plan for Sullivan County then 
consisted of a 9.57 Ibs/MMBTU 
emission limit for Breed Generating 
Station and the general 6.0 lbs/MMBTU 
emission limit in 325 IAC 7-1 for all 
other sources in the county. USEPA 
approved this plan on March 23, 1984 (49 
FR 11086), but took no action on the 30- 
day averaging compliance method, The 
logic contained in the Seventh Circuit 
Court of Appeals decision of May 11, 
1984, invalidates the plan. See the 
“Court Decisions Affecting the Indiana 
SO, SIP” section of this notice. 

Today, USEPA is proposing to 
disapprove the Sullivan County plan, 
including the 9.57 Ibs/MMBTU emission 
limit for Breed, because of the short- 
term compliance methodology issue. 


Vermillion County 


Vermillion County is designated 
attainment for SO2. Sources in this 
county, such as the PSI Cayuga 
Generating Station, were regulated by 
the general limit of 6.0 bs/MMBTU in 
325 IAC 7-1, which was approved-on 
March 12, 1982. However, the State has 
never provided a demonstration that 
this limit will protect the SO: NAAQS. 
On September 2, 1983, USEPA notified 
the State that air quality modeling 
indicates violations of the SO2 NAAQS. 


baseline for emission trades in SO2 attainment 
areas is generally actual emissions, but allowable 
emissions may be used under certain cases. 

For the purposes of determining the approvability 
of the revised limits for Farm Bureau Coop, any 
Gifferences between the requirements of the 
December 4, 1986, Emission Trading Policy and 
previous policies on emission trading are irrelevant. 


USEPA today is proposing to disapprove 
the plan for Vermillion County because 
the State has not justified that a 6.0 Ibs/ 
MMBTU emission limit, with or without 
30-day averaging, will protect the 
standards there. 


Vigo County 


USEPA approved the Vigo County 
plan on May 13, 1982, and a site-specific 
revision for Sisters of Providence 
Convent on March 13, 1984, but the logic 
of the IMEC v. USEPA decision applies 
to this plan. Additionally, Indiana 
submitted on March 21, 1984, changes to 
the plan which affected six companies. 
These changes are discussed in detail in 
USEPA's technical support document. 
Today, USEPA is proposing to 
disapprove the Vigo County plan 
because of the short-term compliance 
methodology issue and because the 
State did not demonstrate that the . 
March 21, 1984, revised plan still 
protects the SO. NAAQS in Vigo 
County. Also, the State is reviewing the 
stack height credit assumed for two 
sources in the previous modeling 
analysis. This review will be the subject 
of a separate rulemaking notice. 


Warrick County 


On March 5, 1985, Indiana submitted a 
revised strategy for Warrick County. 
The strategy consists of the immediate 
imposition of the general 6.0 lbs/ 
MMBTU emission limit in 325 IAC 7-1 
for all sources in the county and, in 
order to protect the secondary 1300 yg/ 
m® standard, a 5.48 lbs/ MMBTU 
emission limit required as of December 
31, 1989, on boilers at the two power 
stations (Warrick Station and Culley 
Station) 15 in the county. Compliance for 
the two stations is to be determined by a 
30-day rolling weighted average. 

There are several deficiencies in the 
plan. First, the modeling assumes that 
emissions are limited on certain ALCOA 
aluminum reduction sources in the 
county which were not included in the 
submission. Second, ALCOA has not 
submitted evidence that it has fenced off 
areas (about 30 square kilometers) on its 
property where modeling predicts 
violations of the SO2 NAAQS.'6 Finally, 


15 Each of the seven boilers at these Stations is 
owned either jointly or independently by Southern 
Indiana Gas and Electric Company and/or ALCOA 
Generating Company. 

16 The SO. NAAQS by definition must be 
protected in the “ambient air”. Ambient air is 
defined at 40 CFR 50.1(e) as that portion of the 
atmosphere, external to buildings, to which the 
general public has access. Thus private property 
which is excluded from public access by fence or 
other effective physical barrier is not ambient air, 
and the requirement for attaining and maintaining 


- the NAAQS do not apply there. 
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other minor modeling deficiencies 
remain, which are discussed in the 
technical support document. USEPA is 
proposing to disapprove the plan for 
Warrick County for these reasons and 
because of the short-term compliance 
methodology issue. 


Wayne County 


Wayne County is designated 
nonattainment for SO2. On May 12, 1982, 
USEPA disapproved 325 IAC 7-1 for this 
county because the State did not justify 
that the general 6.0 lbs/ MMBTU 
emission limit in this regulation would 
protect the SO. NAAQS. On March 26, 
1984, USEPA issued a notice of SIP 
deficiency for Wayne County. On April 
11, 1984, Indiana notified Richmond 
Power and Light in Wayne County that 
emission limits between 1.3 and 0.6 lbs/ 
MMBTU were appropriate at that 
source’s present stack configuration. 
Richmond Power and Light Company 
notified the State that it wished to 
develop a revised SIP for Wayne County 
based on replacing its current two 
stacks, which are approximately 30 feet 
higher than the 120-foot boiler building, 
with one new, higher stack. The proper 
physical stack height and plume rise 
credits for Richmond Power and Light 
must be consistent with USEPA’s July 8, 
1985, final stack height regulations. 

Notwithstanding the above 
agreement, the only State fully-adopted 
plan for Wayne County that USEPA 
currently has before it is 325 IAC 7-1.'7 
USEPA is proposing to disapprove this 
regulation again for Wayne County 
because the State has not shown that its 
general 6.0 lbs/MMBTU emission limit 
in this regulation, with or without 30-day 
averaging, will protect the SO. NAAQS 
in Wayne County. 


Other Counties 


In addition to the above counties 
where either the State has submitted a 
SIP revision to USEPA or USEPA has 
informed the State of a SIP inadequacy, 
there are 77 other counties in Indiana 
where 325 IAC 7-1 applies. As 
mentioned earlier, USEPA is proposing 
to disapprove 325 IAC 7-1 for these 
counties because the State has 
submitted a compliance methodology 
which is not consistent with the short- 
term 3-hour and 24-hour SO2 NAAQS. 


17 On September 29, 1986, Indiana submitted a 
draft revised plan for Wayne County for parallel 
processing. Indiana has not yet adopted this 
strategy under State rulemaking procedures, and the 
applicable State approved plan for Wayne County 
is still that contained in 325 IAC 7-1. USEPA will 
propose rulemaking on the revised Wayne County 
plan (or subsequent Wayne County SO: submittals) 
in a future Federal Register notice. 





As discussed above, the inclusion of 
the 30-day averaging provision in the 
SIP revision that was the subject of 
USEPA’s March 12, 1982, notice is the 
reason that USEPA is proposing 
disapproval of that revision in today’s 
notice. Deletion of the 30-day averaging 
provision by the State or equivalent 
changes as described below would 
allow USEPA to consider reinstating the 
various approvals expressed in the 
March 12, 1982, notice, except for the 15 
counties specifically addressed above. 

In IMEC v. EPA, the Seventh Circuit 
invalidated USEPA's conditional and 
final approvals of SO2 emission limits 
contained in Indiana’s submittal of 
October 6, 1980, because USEPA had 
decided not to act regarding the 30-day 
averaging provision. The Seventh Circuit 
dismissed all other challenges to the 
March 12, 1982, order in IMEC, as well 
as additional challenges to the March 
12th order raised by petitioners in State 
of New York v. Gorsuch (7th Cir. No. 82- 
1717). The sole reason for the Seventh 
Circuit's setting aside of USEPA’s 
approval of the SIP submittal of October 
6, 1980, was the failure to act on one of 
three compliance methods in the 
submittal. If the State of Indiana 
withdraws 30-day averaging from its 
plan or makes equivalent changes as 
described below, USEPA's objections to 
that plan would be eliminated, and the 
previous approvals could be reinstated 
in the 77 counties referenced above, 
where still applicable. If the State 
withdraws its present regulation and 
provides a revised regulation which 
contains an independently enforceable 
short-term compliance method which 
assures compliance with the short-term 
SO. NAAQS, USEPA could without 
reproposal reinstate the 6.0 lbs/MMBTU 
emission limit in the 77 counties 
referenced above. The State could revise 
the regulation either (1) to remove the 
possible 30-day averaging compliance 
method or (2) to make a violation 
determined by the stack test compliance 
method independently enforceable; i.e., 
not refutable by compliance determined 
by another method such as 30-day 
averaging fuel analysis. 


Notice of SIP Deficiency 


Because of the State’s and USEPA’s 
previous actions on the Indiana SO. 
plan and the two Seventh Circuit Court 
of Appeals decisions concerning these 
actions, Indiana currently does not have 
an approved SO: SIP. Therefore, the SIP 
is substantially inadequate to assure 
attainment of the SQ: NAAQS and a 
notice of SIP deficiency under section 
110{a)(2)(H) is appropriate. However, 
because USEPA currently has before it a 
plan for the entire State, it intends to 


wait until it takes final rulemaking 
action on the SO, plan currently before 
it. If USEPA disapproves this plan, it 
will simultaneously issue to Indiana a 
notice of SIP deficiency under section 
110(a)(2)(H). Upon the date of the 
section 110(a)(2)(H) notice, Indiana will 
have 60 days in which to submit a 
schedule for submittal of a complete, 
approvable SO; plan for the entire State. 
That schedule must not extend beyond 
one year from the date of the section 
110{a)(2)(H) notice. If either of these 
dates is not met, USEPA will proceed 
with a Federal promulgation of a SOz 
plan for Indiana under section 110(c) of 
the Clean Air Act. See USEPA's post-82 
SIP policy, entitled Compliance with the 
Statutory Provisions of Part D of the 
Clean Air Act (November 2, 1983, 48 FR 
50685), and the January 27, 1984, 
Guidance Document for the Correction 
of Part D SIPs for Nonattainment Areas. 


Sanctions 


The CAA provides various sanctions 
where there is not an approved SO: plan 
for nonattainment areas. See sections 
110(a)(2)(1), 176(b), and 316; the 
November 2, 1983, post-82 SIP policy, 
entitled Compliance with the Statutory 
Provisions of Part D of the Clean Air 
Act; and the January 27, 1984, Guidance 
Document for the Correction of Part D 
SIPs for Nonattainment Areas. At this 
time, USEPA is not proposing any action 
in relation to the sewage treatment grant 
sanctions of section 316. 


State and Local Air Pollution Control 
Grants 


Section 176(b) provides that the 
Administrator shall not make grants 
under the CAA to State or general 
purpose local governments where he 
finds that these entities are not 
implementing any requirement of an 
approved section 110 plan, including any 
requirement for a revised 
implementation plan (under Part D). In 
Indiana, if USEPA notifies the State 
under section 110{a){2)(H) that the SO. 
SIP is substantially deficient and the 
State does not respond in a timely 
manner with an approvable schedule 
and SO; plan for both attainment and 
nonattainment areas, then USEPA will 
propose at that time in the Federal 
Register its intention to withhold the 
appropriate section 105 grant funds from 
the State. 


Section 110{a)(2)(I) Growth Restrictions 


Section 110{a)(2)(I) provides that after 
June 30, 1979, no major stationary source 
shall be constructed or modified in any 
(primary) nonattainment area if that 
source would cause or contribute to 
concentrations of that pollutant and the 
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area in question does not have an 
approved Part D plan. In the case of 
Indiana, primary SO, nonattainment 
areas exist in Lake, LaPorte, Marion, 
Vigo, and Wayne Counties. In 1982, 
USEPA approved or conditionally 
approved Part D plans for the 
nonattainment areas in Lake, LaPorte, 
Marion, and Vigo Counties and, thereby, 
lifted the section 110{a)(2)(I) growth 
restrictions from these counties. USEPA 
has never approved a Part D SO; plan 
for Wayne County, and the section 
110(a)(2)(1) growth restrictions have 
been in place in that county since July 
1979. 

However, as stated in the “Court 
Decisions Affecting the Indiana SO. 
SIP” section of today's notice, on May 
11, 1984, the Seventh Circuit Court of 
Appeals set aside so much of USEPA’s 
March 12, 1982, approval as pertained to 
emission ceilings, because USEPA took 
no action on the 30-day averaging 
compliance provision in Indiana’s SO2 
rule, 325 IAC 7-1. See IMEC v. USEPA, 
733 F.2d 489. The Couri, thereby, also set 
aside one of the bases for USEPA's 
approval of the Indiana Part D plan. 

Under these circumstances, Indiana 
no longer has an approvable SO; SIP, 
and the section 110(a)(2)(I) growth 
restrictions should be applicable. 
However, it is not clear if the 
reimposition of the growth restrictions i 
the nonattainment areas of Lake, 
LaPorte, Marion, and Vigo Counties is 
automatic (effective as of the May 11, 
1984, date of the Seventh Circuit Court 
decision) or if it is effective on the date 
that USEPA disapproves the SO: plan. 
USEPA is specifically soliciting 
comments upon this issue. Based on 
these comments and the CAA, USEPA 
will make a decision on this issue at the 
time of the final rulemaking on Indiana's 
SO, plan. Parties planning to construct 
facilities in the primary SO 
nonattainment areas in Lake, LaPorte, 
Marion, and Vigo Counties should be 
aware of the possibility that SO. growth 
sanctions may be in place in these areas 
at this time. 

Finally, in addition to today's notice, 
interested parties are directed to 
USEPA’s technical support document, 
with attachments. The attachments 
contain technical comments on area- 
specific plans. Several of these 
comments were written prior to and will 
not reflect the May 11, 1984, Seventh 
Circuit Court decision. USEPA is 
soliciting comments both on today’s 
proposal and on the technical 
information contained in the technical 
support document. 

Under 5 U.S.C. section 605(b), the 
Agency must assess the impact of 
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proposed or final rules on small entities. 
As discussed earlier, a moratorium on 
the construction and modification of 
major stationary sources of SO» may go 
into effect or may already be in effect in 
the designated nonattainment portions 
of Lake, LaPorte, Marion, and Vigo 
Counties. USEPA. does not have 
sufficient information to determine the 
impacts a moratorium may have on 
small entities because it is difficult to 
obtain reliable information on future 


plans for business growth. However, 
because USEPA cannot be certain of the 
potential impact on small entities, the 
Agency invites comments on this issue. 
Even if this moratorium were to have 
a significant impact on a substantial 
number of small entities, the Agency 
could not modify the action. Under the 
CAA, the imposition of a construction 
moratorium is automatic and mandatory 
whenever the Agency determines that a 
plan for a nonattainment area fails to 
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meet the requirements of Part D of the 
CAA. 

Under Executive Order 12291, this 
action is not “Major”. It has been 
submitted to the Office of Management 
and Budget (OMB) for review. 

Authority: 42 U.S.C. 7401-7642. 

Dated: January 22, 1987. 

Frank M. Covington, 

Acting Regional Administrator. 

[FR Doc. 87-2213 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6560-50-M 
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This section of the FEDERAL REGISTER 
contains documents other than rules or 
proposed rules that are applicable to the 
public. Notices of hearings and 
investigations, committee meetings, agency 
decisions and rulings, delegations of 
authority, filing of petitions and 
applications and agency statements of 
organization and functions are examples 
of documents appearing in this section. 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Forms Under Review by Office of 
Management and Budget 


January 30, 1987. 


The Department of Agriculture has 
submitted to OMB for review the 
following proposals for the collection of 
information under the provisions of the 
Paperwork Reduction Act (44 U.S.C. 
Chapter 35) since the last list was 
published. This list is grouped into new 
proposals, revisions, extensions, or 
reinstatements. Each entry contains the 
following information: 

(1) Agency proposing the information 
collection; (2) Title of the information 
collection; (3) Form number{s), if 
applicable; (4) How often the 
information is requested; (5) Who will 
be required or asked to report; (6) An 
estimate of the number of responses; (7) 
An estimate of the total number of hours 
needed to provide the information; (8) 
An indication of whether section 3504(h) 
of Pub. L. 96-511 applies; (9) Name and 
telephone number of the agency contact 
person. 

Questions about the items in the 
listing should be directed to the agency 
person named at the end of each entry. 
Copies of the proposed forms and 
supporting documents may be obtained 
from: Department Clearance Officer, 
USDA, OIRM, Room 404-W Admin. 
Bldg., Washington, DC 20250, (202) 447- 
2118. 

Comments on any of the items listed 
should be submitted directly to: Office 
of Information and Regulatory Affairs, 
Office of Management and Budget, 
Washington, DC 20503, Attn: Desk 
Officer for USDA. 

If you anticipate commenting on a 
submission but find that preparation 
time will prevent you from doing so 
promptly, you should advise the OMB 
Desk Officer of your intent as early as 
possible. 


Extension 


¢ Forest Service 

Technical Data-Electronic Type Land 
Use 

FS 2700-10 

On occasion 

Individuals or households; State or 
local governments; Farms; 
Businesses or other for-profit; 
Federal agencies or employees; 
Non-profit institutions; Small 
businesses or organizations; 100 
responses; 25 hours; not applicable 
under 3504(h) 

Ruben M. Williams (703) 235-2412 


Revision 


¢ Food Nutrition Service 
State Plan and Operating Guidelines, 
Forms and Waivers 
FNS-366A, -366B 
Annually 
State or local governments; 106 
responses; 2,828 hours; not 
applicable under 3504(h) 
Paul Jones (703) 756-3396 
Donald E. Hulcher, 
Acting Departmental Clearance Officer. 
[FR Doc. 87-2256-Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3410-01-M 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 


international Trade Administration 
[C-201-003] 


Ceramic Tile From Mexico; 
Amendment to Final Results of 
Countervailing Duty Administrative 
Review 


AGENCY: International Trade 
Administration, Import Administration, 
Commerce. 

ACTION: Notice of amendment to final 
results of countervailing duty 
administrative review. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: February 4, 1987. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Cynthia Gozigian or Paul McGarr, Office 
of Compliance, International Trade 
Administration, U.S. Department of 
Commerce, Washington, DC 20230; 
telephone: (202) 377-2786. 


Amendment 


On December 5, 1986, the Department 
of Commerce published the final results 
of its countervailing duty administrative 
review on ceramic tile from Mexico (51 


Federal Register 
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FR 43944). The review covered the 
period July 1, 1983 through June 30, 1984. 

Subsequent to publication of the final 
results, we discovered that two 
companies, Teofilo Cavarrubias 
Villarreal and Reynol Martinez Chapa, 
had been inadvertently omitted from the 
list of zero-rate firms included in the 
final results. Consequently, we are 
amending the final results to include 
these two companies. 

The Department will instruct the 
Customs Service to liquidate, without 
regard to countervailing duties, 
shipments of ceramic tile from these two 
firms exported on or after July 1, 1983 
and on or before June 30, 1984. Further, 
the Department will instruct the 
Customs Service to waive cash deposits 
of estimated countervailing duties, as 
provided by section 751(a)(1) of the 
Tariff Act, on shipments of ceramic tile 
from these two companies entered, or 
withdrawn from warehouse, for 
consumption on or after December 5, 
1986. This deposit waiver shall remain 
in effect until publication of the final 
results of the next administrative 
review. 

Dated: January 28, 1987. 

Joseph A. Spetrini, 

Acting Deputy Assistant Secretary, Import 
Administration. 

[FR Doc. 87-2234 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510-DS-M 


Biotechnology Technical Advisory 
Committee; Partially Closed Meeting 


A meeting of the Biotechnology 
Technical Advisory Committee will be 
held February 27, 1987, 9:30 a.m. in the 
Herbert C. Hoover Building, Room B- 
841, 14th Street and Constitution 
Avenue, NW., Washington, D.C. The 
Committee advises the Office of 
Technology and Policy Analysis, Export 
Administration, with respect to 
technical questions that affect the level 
of export controls applicable to 
biotechnology and related equipment or 
technology. 

Agenda: 

1, Welcoming remarks by the 
Chairman. 

2. Introduction of members and 
quests. 

3. Presentation of papers or comments 
by the public. 

4. Action items and plans for next 
meeting. 
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5. Recommendations for new 
members. 

6. Nomination and election of new 
Chairman. 

7. Discussion of controls applicable to 
biotechnology. 

Executive Session: 

8. Discussions of matters properly 
classified under Executive Order 12356, 
dealing with the U.S. and COCOM 
control and strategic criteria related 
thereto. 

The General Session will be open to 
the public and a limited number of seats 

. will be available. To the extent time 
permits, members of the public may 
present oral’ statements to the 
Committee. Written statements may be 
submitted at any time before or after the 
meeting. 

The Assistant Secretary for 
Administration, with the concurrence of 
the delegate of the General Counsel, 
formally determined on February 19, 
1985, pursuant to section 10{d) of the 
Federal Advisory Committee Act, as 
amended by Section 5(c) of the 
Government in the Sunshine Act, Pub. L. 
94-409, that the matters to be discussed 
in the Executive Session should be 
exempt from the provisions of the 
Federal Advisory Committee Act 
relating to open meetings and public 
participation therein, because the 
Executive Session will be concerned 
with matters listed in 5 U.S.C. 552b{c)(1) 
and are properly classified under 
Executive Order 12356. 

A copy of the Notice of Determination 
to close meetings or portions thereof is 
available for public inspection and 
copying in the Central Reference and 
Records Inspection Facility, Room 6628, 
U.S. Department of Commerce, 
telephone: (202) 377-4217. For further 
information or copies of the minutes, 
contact Betty Anne Ferrell, (202) 377— 
2583. 


Dated: January 28, 1987. 
Margaret A. Cornejo, 
Director, Technical Support Staff, Office of 
Technology & Policy Analysis. 
[FR Doc. 87-2239 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510-25-M 


Electronic Instrumentation Technical 
Advisory Committee; Partially Closed 
Meeting - 


A meeting of the Electronic 
Instrumentation Technical Advisory 
Committee will be held February 24, and 
25, 1987. The meeting will convene on 
both days at 9:30 a.m. in Room 3407, 
Herbert C. Hoover Building, 14th & 
Constitution Avenue, NW., Washington, 
DC. The Committee advises the Office 
of Technology and Policy Analysis with 


respect to technical questions which 
affect the level of export controls 
applicable to electronics and related 
equipment and technology. 

General Session: 

1. Opening remarks by the Chairman. 

2. Presentation of papers or comments 
by the public. 

3. Continuation of discussion 
concerning the export controls on ECCN 
1521A (broad band amplifiers). 

4. Public comments on foreign 
availability of nd:YAG lasers for manual 
systems—CCL 1522A. 

5. Public comments are also invited on 
the following entries on the Commodity 
Control list (CCL): 

CCL 1522A—Lasers and Laser Systems 
CCL 1529A—éElectronic Test 

Equipment—particularly Subitem b(5) 

and Subitem (f} 

CCL 1531A—Frequency Synthesizers 
CCL 1541A—Cathode Ray Tubes 
CCL 1568A—Electromechanical 

Equipment 
CCL 1572A—Recording and 

Reproducing Equipment 

Comments should consider the need 
for revision (strengthening, relaxation or 
decontrol) of the current regulations 
based on technological trends, foreign 
availability and national security. The 
Committee is also intersted in proposals 
for revision to the People’s Republic of 
China guidelines and G-COM 
regulations relating to these CCL 
numbers. 

Executive Session 

6. Discussion of matters properly 
classified under Executive Order 12356, 
dealing with the U.S. and COCOM 
control program and strategic criteria 
related thereto. 

The General session of the meeting 
will be open to the public and a limited 
number of seats will be available. To the 
extent time permits, members of the 
public may present oral statements to 
the Committee. Written statements may 
be submitted at any time before or after 
the meeting and can be directed to: 
Technical Support Staff, Office of 
Technology & Policy Analysis, Room 
4073, 14th Street & Constitution Avenue, 
NW., Washington, DC 20230. 

The Assistant Secretary for 
Administration, with the concurrence of 
the delegate of the General Counsel, 
formally determined on January 10, 1986, 
pursuant to section 10(d) of the 
Government in the Sunshine Act, Pub. L. 
94-409, that the matters to be discussed 
in the Executive Session should be 
exempt from the provisions of the 
Federal Advisory Committee: Act 
relating to open meetings and public 
participation therein, because the 
Executive Session will be concerned 
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with matters listed in 5 U.S.C. 552{c)f{1) 
and are properly classified under 
Executive Order 12356. 

A copy of the Notice of Determination 
to close meetings or portions thereof is 
available for public inspection and 
copying in the Reference and Records 
Inspection Facility, Room 6628, U.S. 
Department of Commerce. Telephone: 
202-377-4217. For further information or 
copies of the minutes contact Betty A. 
Ferrell, 202/377-2583. 


Dated: January 29, 1987. 
Margaret A. Cornejo, 
Director, Technical Support Staff, Office of 
Technology & Policy Analysis. 
[FR Doc. 87-2237 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510-DT-M 


Semiconductor Technical Advisory 
Committee; Closed Meeting 


SUMMARY: The Semiconductor Technical 
Advisory Committee was initially 
established on January 3, 1973, and 
rechartered on January 10, 1986, in 
accordance with the Export 
Administration Act of 1979 and the 
Federal Advisory Committee Act. 

Time and Place: February 18, 1987, 
9:30 a.m., Herbert C. Hoover Building, 
Room 6029, 14th Street and Constitution 
Avenue, NW., Washington, DC. 

The Committee will meet only in 
Executive Session to discuss matters 
properly classified under Executive 
Order 12356, dealing with the U.S. and 
COCOM control program and strategic 
criteria related thereto. 

The Assistant Secretary for 
Administration, with the concurrence of 
the delegate of the General Counsel, 
formally determined on February 6, 
1984, pursuant to Section 10(d) of the 
Federal Advisory Committee Act, as 
amended by Section 5{c) of the 
Government In The Sunshine Act, Pub. 
L. 94-409, that the matters to be 
discussed in the Executive Session 
should be exempt from the provisions of 
the Federal Advisory Committee Act 
relating to open meeting and public 
participation therein, because the 
Executive Session will be concerned 
with matters listed in 5 U.S.C. 552b{c)(1) 
and are properly classified under 
Executive Order 12356. 

A copy of the Notice of Determination 
to close meetings or portions thereof is 
available for public inspection and 
copying in the Central Reference and 
Records Inspection Facility, Room 6628, 
U.S. Department of Commerce, 
telephone: 202-377-4217. For further 
information or copies of the minutes 
contact Ruth Fitts on 202/377-4959. 
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Dated: January 29, 1987. 
Margaret A. Cornejo, 
Director, Technical Support Staff, Office of 
Technology & Policy Analysis. 
[FR Doc. 87-2236 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510-25-M 


Transportation and Related Equipment 
Technical Advisory Committee; 
Partially Closed Meeting 


A meeting of the Transportation and 
Related Equipment Technical Advisory 
Committee will be held February 26, 
1987, 9:30 a.m., Herbert C. Hoover 
Building, Room 6029, 14th Street and 
Constitution Avenue, NW., Washington, 
D.C. 

ihe Committee advises the Office of 
Technology and Policy Analysis with 
respect to technical questions which 
affect the level of export controls 
applicable to transportation and related 
equipment or technology. 

Agenda: 

1. Opening remarks by the Chairman. 

2. Charter Renewal. 

3. Technical Advisory Committee 
Membership. 

4. 1986 Annual Report and Plan 
Implementation. 

5. 1987 Plan. 

6. Presentation of papers or comments 
by the public. 

7. New Business. 

Executive Session: 

8. Discussion of matters properly 
classified under Executive Order 12356, 
dealing with the U.S. and COCOM 
control program and strategic criteria 
related thereto. 

The general session of the meeting 
will be open to the public and a limited 
number of seats will be available. To the 
extent time permits, members of the 
public may present oral statements to 
the Committee. Written statements may 
be submitted at any time before or after 
the meeting. 

The Assistant Secretary for 
Administration, with the concurrence of 
the delegate of the General Counsel, 
formally determined on December 30, 
1986, pursuant to section 10(d) of the 
Federal Advisory Committee Act, as 
amended by section 5({c) of the 
Government In The Sunshine Act, Pub. 
L. 94-409, that the matters to be 
discussed in the Executive Session 
should be exempt from the provisions of 
the Federal Advisory Committee Act 
relating to open meetings and public 
participation therein; because the 
Executive Session will be concerned 
with matters listed in 5 U.S.C. 552b(c)(1) 
and are properly classified under 
Executive Order 12356. 


A copy of the Notice of Determination 
to close meetings or portions thereof is 
available for public inspection and 
copying in the Central Reference and 
Records Inspection Facility, Room 6628, 
U.S. Department of Commerce, 
Telephone: (202) 377-4217. For further 
information or copies of the minutes call 
202-377-2583. 

Dated: January 29, 1987 
Margaret A. Cornejo, 

Director, Technical Support Staff, Office of 
Technology and Policy Analysis. 

[FR Doc. 87-2238 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510-25-M 


National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration 


Pacific Fishery Management Council; 
Public Meetings 


Agency: National Marine Fisheries 
Service, NOAA, Commerce. 

The Pacific Fishery Management 
Council's Salmon Plan Development 
Team (SPDT) will convene a public 
meeting, February 16-20, 1987, at the 
Council's office, (address below). On 
February 16 the Team will convene at 1 
p.m. to draft the 1987 stock status report 
for presentation in March 1987 to the 
Council. 

At 10 a.m. on February 19 the 
Council's Salmon Advisory Subpanel 
(SAS) and members of the Council's 
Scientific and Statistical Committee will 
join the SPDT for a preliminary review 


of the 1987 stock abundance projections. 


This preliminary review is provided to 
assist SAS members in developing 
salmon management proposals to 
submit to the Council for 1987. The joint 
public meeting will convene in room 330 
of the Metro Center. Written and oral 
statements pertaining to the salmon 
abundance projections will be accepted 
at appropriate times during the public 
meetings. For further information 
contact Joseph C. Greenley, Executive 
Director, Pacific Fishery Management 
Council, Metro Center, 2000-SW. First 
Avenue, Suite 420, Portland OR 97201; 
telephone: (503) 221-6352. 


Dated: January 28, 1987. 
Richard B. Roe, 


Director, Office of Fisheries Management, 
National Marine Fisheries Service. 


[FR Doc. 87-2215 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510-22-M 


Western Pacific Fishery Management 
Council; Public Meeting 


Agency: National Marine Fisheries 
Service, NOAA, Commerce. 
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The Western Pacific Fishery 
Management Council’s Crustacean Plan 
Monitoring Team will convene a public 
meeting, February 6, 1987, at 1 p.m., at 
the Western Pacific Council's 
Conference Room 1605 (address below), 
to discuss results of lobster trap escape 
gap research; review recently completed 
work on marketing Hawaii lobster; 
recommend a minimum size for slipper 
lobster which can be harvested; discuss 
the status of the lobster stocks in the 
Northwestern Hawaiian Islands; report 
on the status of Amendment IV to the 
Spiny Lobster Fishery Management 
Plan, as well as to discuss other Team 
business. 

For further information contact Kitty 
Simonds, Executive Director, Western 
Pacific Fishery Management Council, 
1164 Bishop Street, Room 1405, 
Honolulu, HI 96813; telephone: (808) 523- 
1368. 


Dated: January 28, 1987. 
Richard B. Roe, 
Director, Office of Fisheries Management, 
National Marine Fisheries Service. 
[FR Doc. 87-2216 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510-22-M 


[Modification No. 1 to Permit No. 322; 
(P267)] 


Marine Mammals; Permit Modification: 
Dr. Paul Gleeson 


Notice is hereby given that, pursuant 
to the provisions of § 216.33 (d) and (e) 
of the Regulations Governing the Taking 
and Importing of Marine Mammals (50 
CFR Part 216), § 220.24 of the regulations 
on endangered species permits (50 CFR 
Parts 217-222), Scientific Research 
Permit No: 322 issued to Dr. Paul 
Gleeson, U.S. Department of the Interior, 
National Park Service, Alaska Regional 
Office, 2525 Gambell Street, Anchorage, 
Alaska 99503-2892 on March 24, 1981 (46 
FR 19513) is modified as follows: 

Section B.4 is replaced by: 


4. The authority to export and reimport this 
material shall extend through December 31, 
1991. The terms and conditions of this Permit 
shall remain in effect as long as the material 
hereunder is maintained under the authority 
and responsibility of the Permit Holder. 


The effective date of this modification 
is December 31, 1986. 

As required by the Endangered 
Species Act of 1973 issuance of this 
modification is based on a finding that 
such modification (1) was applied for in 
good faith, (2) will not operate to the 
disadvantage of the endangered species 
which is the subject of the modification, 
and (3) will be consistent with the 
purposes and policies set forth in 
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section 2 of the Endangered Species Act 
of 1973. This modification was issued.in 


accordance with, and is subject to Parts. - 


220-222 of Title 50 CFR of the National 
Marine Fisheries Service regulations 
governing endangered species permits 
(39 FR 41367), November 27, 1974. 

Documents submitted in connection 
with the above Permit and modification 
are available for review in the following 
offices: 

Office of Protected Species and 
Habitat Conservation, National Marine 
Fisheries Service, 1825 Connecticut 
Avenue, NW., Rm. 805, Washington, DC; 

Director, Northwest Region, National 
Marine Fisheries Service, 7600 Sand 
Point Way, NE., BIN C15700, Seattle, 
Washington 98115; and . 

Director, Alaska Region, National 
Marine Fisherjes Service, 709 West 9th 
Street, Federal Building, Juneau, Alaska 
99802.’ 

Dated: January 27, 1987. 

Nancy Foster, 

Director, Protected Species and Habitat 
Conservation, National Marine Fisheries 
Service. 

[FR Doc. 87-2217 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510-22-M 


COMMITTEE FOR THE 
IMPLEMENTATION OF TEXTILE 
AGREEMENTS 


Increasing Import Limits for Certain 
Man-Made Fiber Textile Products 
Produced or Manufactured in 
Indonesia 


January 29, 1987. 


The Chairman of the Committee for 
the Implementation of Textile 


Agreements (CITA), under the authority : 


contained in E.O. 11651 of March 31, 
1972, as amended, has issued the 
directive published below to the 
Commissioner of Customs to be 
effective on January 29, 1987. For further 
- information contact Pamela Smith, 
International Trade Specialist, Office of 
Textiles and Apparel, U.S. Department 
of Commerce, (202) 377-4212. For 
information on the quota status of this 
limit, please refer to the Quota Status 
Reports which are posted on the bulletin 
boards of each Customs port. For 
information on embargoes and quota re- 
openings, please call (202) 377-3715. 


Background 


The Bilateral Cotton, Wool and Man- 
Made Fiber Textile Agreement of 
September 25, 1985 and October 3, 1985, 
as amended, between the Governments 
of the United States and Indonesia 
provides, among other things, for 


designated percentage increases in 
certain categories (swing). An increase 
for swing is being applied to the import 
restraint limit for man-made fiber textile 
products in Category 639, produced or 
manufactured in Indonesia and exported 
during the agreement year which began 
on July 1, 1985 and extended through 
June 30, 1986. The limit for the 1986-87 
agreement year (July 1, 1986—June 30, 
1987) is also being increased by 
application of swing. As a result of 
swing, imports exported in 1985-86, 
amounting to 27,300 dozen, charged to 
the 1986-87 restraint limit will be 
deducted and charged to the 1985-86 
restraint limit. 

In the letter below, the Chairman of 
the Committee for the Implementation of 
Textile Agreements directs the 
Commissioner of Customs to adjust the 
restraint limits for Category 639 as 
indicated. The Commissioner is also 
directed to deduct 27,300 dozen from the 
restraint limit established for 1986-87 
and to charge this same amount to the 
1985-86 limit. 

A description of the textile categories 
in terms of T.S.U.S.A. numbers was 
published in the Federal Register on 
December 13, 1982 (47 FR 55709), as 
amended on April 7, 1983 (48 FR 15175), 
May 3, 1983 (48 FR 19924), December 14, 
1983 (48 FR 55607), December 30, 1983 
(48 FR 57584), April 4, 1984 (49 FR 
13397), June 28, 1984 (49 FR 26622), July 
16, 1984 (49 FR 28754), November 9, 1984 
(49 FR 44782), and in Statistical 
Headnote 5, Schedule 3 of the Tariff 
Schedules of the United States 
Annotated (1987). 


Ronald I. Levin, 


Acting Chairman, Committee for the 
Implementation of Textile Agreements. 


January 29, 1987 


Cominittee for the Implementation of Textile 
Agreements 


Commissioner of Customs, 
Department of the Treasury, Washington, DC 
20229 

Dear Mr. Commissioner: This directive 
further amends, but does not cancel, the 
directives issued to you on October 31, 1985 
and June 25, 1986 by the Chairman, 
Committee for the Implementation of Textile 
Agreements, concerning imports into the 
United States of certain cotton, wool, and 
man-made fiber textile products, produced or 
manufactured in Indonesia and exported 
during the 1985-86 and 1986-87 agreement 
years. 

Effective on January 29, 1987, the directives 
of October 31, 1985 and June 25, 1986 are 
hereby further amended to adjust the 
previously established restraint limits for 
Category 639 under the terms of the Bilateral 
Cotton, Wool and Man-Made Fiber Textile 
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Agreement of September 25 and October 3, 
1985, as amended:? 


Adjusted 12-mo limit 2 


Adjusted 12-mo limit } 
(7/1/86-6/30/87) 


(7/1/85-6/30/86) 


417,300 dozen 442,338 dozen. 


1 The limit has not been adjusted to reflect 
any imports exported after June 30, 1985. 
2 The limit has not been adjusted to reflect 
any imports exported after June 30, 1986. 


Also effective on January 29, 1987, you are 
directed to charge 27,300 dozen to the 1985-86 
restraint limit. This same amount is to be 
deducted from the charges made to the 
restraint limit which began on July 1, 1986 
and extends through June 30, 1987. 

The Committee for the Implementation of 
Textile Agreements has determined that 
these actions fall within the foreign affairs 
exception to the rulemaking provisions of 5 
U.S.C. 553(a)(1). 

Ronald I. Levin, 

Acting Chairman, Committee for the 
Implementation of Textile Agreements. 
[FR Doc. 87-2232 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 


BILLING CODE 3510-DR-M 


Request for Public Comment on 
Bilateral Textile Consultations With the 
Government of Panama Concerning 
Category 645/646 


January 30, 1987. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Janet Heinzen, International Trade 
Specialist, Office of Textiles and 
Apparel, U.S, Department of Commerce, 
Washington, DC (202) 377-4212. For 
information on the quota status of this 
limit, please refer to the Quota Status 
Reports which are posted on the bulletin 
boards of each Customs port. For 
information on embargoes and quota re- 
openings, please call (202) 377-3715. For 
information on categories on which 
consultations have been requested call 
(202) 377-3740. 


Background 


On November 26, 1986, the 
Government of the United States, under 
Article 3 of the Arrangement Regarding 
International Trade in Textiles, done at 
Geneva on December 20, 1973, and as 
extended by Protocols on December 8, 
1977, December 22, 1981 and July 31, 
1986, requested the Government of 
Panama to enter into consultations 
concerning exports to the United States 
of man-made fiber sweaters in Category 


1 The agreement provides, in part. that: (1) 
Specific limits may be increased by designated 
percentages for swing, carryover and carryforward; 
and (2) administrative arrangements or adjustments 
may be made to resolve problems arising in the 
implementation of the agreement. 
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645/646, produced or manufactured in 
Panama. 

The purpose of this notice is to advise 
the public that, if no solution is agreed 
upon in consultations with the 
Government of Panama, the Committee 
for the Implementation of Textile 
Agreements may later establish a limit 
for the entry and withdrawal from 
warehouse for consumption of man- 
made fiber textile products in Category 
645/646, produced or manufactured in 
Panama and exported to the United 
States during the twelve-month period 
which began on November 26, 1986 and 
extends through November 25, 1987 at a 
level of 72,137 dozen. 

A summary market statement 
concerning this category follows this 
notice. 

A description of the textile categories 
in terms of T.S.U.S.A. numbers was 
published in the Federal Register on 
December 13, 1982 (47 FR 55709), as 
amended on April 7, 1983 (48 FR 15175), 
May 3, 1983 (48 FR 19924), December 14, 
1983, (48 FR 55607), December 30, 1983 
(48 FR 57584), April 4, 1984 (49 FR 
13397), June 28, 1984 (49 FR 26622), July 
16, 1984 (49 FR 28754), November 9, 1984 
(49 FR 44782), and in Statistical 
Headnote 5, Schedule 3 of the Tariff 
Schedules of the United States 
Annotated (1987). 

Anyone wishing to comment or 
provide data or information regarding 
the treatment of Category 645/646 under 
Article 3 of the Multifiber Arrangement, 
or on any other aspect thereof, or to 
comment on domestic production or 
availability of textile products included 
in the category, is invited to submit such 
comments or information in ten copies 
to Mr. Ronald I. Levin, Acting Chairman, 
Committee for the Implementation of 
Textile Agreements, International Trade 
Administration, U.S. Department of 
Commerce, Washington, DC 20230. 
Because the exact timing of the 
consultations is not yet certain, 
comments should be submitted 
promptly. Comments or information 
submitted in response to this notice will 
be available for public inspection in the 
Office of Textiles and Apparel, Room 
3100, U.S. Department of Commerce 14th 
and Constitution Avenue NW., 
Washington, DC, and may be obtained 
upon written request. 

Further comment may be invited 
regarding particular comments or 
information received from the public 
which the Committee for the 
Implementation of Textile Agreements 
considers appropriate for further 
consideration. 

The solicitation of comments 
regarding any aspect of the agreement 
or the implementation thereof is not a 





waiver in-any respect of the exemption 
contained in 5 U.S.C. 553{a)(1) relating 
to matters which constitute “a foreign 
affairs function of the United States.” 
Ronald L. Levin, 

Acting Chairman, Commitiee for the 
Implementation of Textile Agreements. 


Panama—Market Statement 


Category 645/646—Man-Made Fiber 
Sweaters 


November 1986. 


Summary and Conclusions 

U.S. imports of Category 645/646 from 
Panama were 82,634 dozen during the year 
ending September 1986 six times the 13,639 
dozen imported a year earlier. During the first 
nine months of 1986, imports from Panama 
were 82,501 dozen, 25 times the amount 
imported during the same period of 1985 and 
24 times the amount imported during 
calendar year 1985. 

The U.S. market for Category 645/646 has 
been disrupted by imports. The sharp and 
substantial increase of imports from Panama 
has contributed to this disruption. 


U.S. Production and Market Share 

U.S. Production of man-made fiber 
sweaters declined 18 percent from 7,235 
thousand dozen in 1983 to 5,947 thousand 
dozen in 1985. The U.S. Producers’ share of 
this market declined from 40 percent in 1983 
to 33 percent in 1985. 
U.S. Imports and Import Penetration 

US imports of Category 645/646 grew from 
10,775 thousand dozen in 1983 to 12, 167 
thousand dozen in 1985, a 13 percent 
increase. Imports reached 12,403 thousand 
dozen during the year ending September 1986, 
6 percent above the previous years level. The 
ratio of imports to domestic production 
increased from 149 percent in 1983 to 205 
percent in 1985. 
Duty Paid Value and U.S. Producer Price 

Approximately 93 percent of Category 645/ 
646 imports from Panama during the first nine 
months of 1986 entered under TSUSA number 
384.8073—women's and girls’ man-made fiber 
knit sweaters, not ornamented, These 
sweaters entered the U.S, at landed duty paid 
values below the U.S. producer price for 
comparable sweaters. 


[FR Doc. 87-2233 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510-DR-M 


DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
Department of the Navy 


Naval Research Advisory Committee; 
Closed Meeting 


Pursuant to the provisions of the 
Federal Advisory Committee Act (5 
U.S.C. app.), notice is hereby given that 
the Naval Research advisory Committee 
Panel on Laser Eye Protection will meet 
on February 12 and 13, 1987 at the 
Pentagon, Washington, DC. The meeting 
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will commence at 9:00 AM and 
terminate at 5:00 PM on February 12; 
and commence at 8:00 AM and 
terminate at 4:00 PM on February 13, 
1987. All sessions of the meeting will be 
closed to the public. 

The purpose of the meeting is to 
review the current Navy and DOD R&D 
laser eye protection programs. The 
agenda will include technical 
discussions addressing the current and 
projected threat, cockpit compatabilty, 
operational requirements and 
organizational responsibilities. These 
discussions will contain classified 
information that is specifically 
authorized under criteria established by 
Executive order to be kept secret in the 
interest of national defense and is in 
fact properly classified pursuant to such 
Executive order. The classified and 
nonclassified matters to be discussed 
are so inextricably intertwined as to 
preclude opening any portion of the 
meeting. Accordingly, the Secretary of 
the Navy has determined in writing that 
the public interest requires that all 
sessions of the meeting be closed to the 
public because they will be concerned 
with matters listed in section 552b{c)(1) 
of title 5, United States Code. 

For further information concerning 
this matter contact: Commander T.C. 
Fritz, U.S. Navy, Office of the Chief of 
Naval Research (Code 00NR), 800 North 
Quincy Street, Arlington, VA 22217- 
5000, Telephone number (202) 696-4870. 


This notice is being published late because 
of administrative problems caused by 
inclement weather. 


Dated: January 30, 1987. 
Harold L. Stoller, Jr., 
Commander, JAGC, U.S. Navy Federal 
Register Liaison Officer. 
[FR Doc. 87-2226 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3810-AE-M 


DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 


Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission 


[Docket No. CI87-183-000) 
Apolio Oll Co.; Application for 
Abandonment With 


Abandonment for Sales Under Smail 
Producer Certificate 


January 30, 1987. 


Take notice that on December 16, 
1986, as supplemented on January 15, 
1987, Apollo Oil Company (Apollo), P.O. 
Box 1737, Hobbs, New Mexico 88240, 
filed an application under Section 7(b) 
of the Natural Gas Act and § 2.77 of the 
Commission's rules. 
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Apollo requests that the Commission 
issue an order granting Apollo (1) 
authority to abandon sales to Phillips 66 
Natural Gas Company (Phillips 66) of 
certain gas which is subject to NGA 
jurisdiction from the State “E” Tract 17, 
Well #5, Lovington Queen Field, Lea 
County, New Mexico, and (2) blanket 
pregranted abandonment authorization 
for a limited-term of three years for any 
future sales of such gas under its small 


producer certificate issued in Docket No. 


CS75-41. Apollo states that it is subject 
to substantially reduced takes without 
payment, the volumes involved are 
approximately 300 Mcf per day, the last 
effective rate was 68¢ per Mcf, Apollo is 
in danger of losing its lease, and the 
contract is due to expire July 14, 1988. 

The circumstances presented in the 
application meet the criteria for 
consideration on an expedited basis, 
pursuant to Section 2.77 of the 
Commission's rules as promulgated by 
Order No. 436 and 436-A, issued 
October 9, and December 12, 1985, 
respectively, in Docket No. RM85-1-000, 
all as more fully described in the 
application which is on file with the 
Commission and open to public 
inspection. 

Accordingly, any person desiring to be 
heard or to make any protest with 
reference to said application should on 
or before 15 days after the date of 
publication of this notice in the Federal 
Register, file with the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission, Washington, 
DC 20426, a petition to intervene or a 
protest in accordance with the 
requirements of the Commission's Rules 
of Practice and Procedure (18 CFR 
385.211, 385.214). All protests filed with 
the Commission will be considered by it 
in determining the appropriate action to 
be taken but will not serve to make the 
protestants parties to the proceeding. 
Any person wishing to become a party 
to the proceeding herein must file a 
petition to intervene in accordance with 
the Commission's Rules. 

Under the procedure herein provided 
for, unless otherwise advised, it will be 
unnecessary for Apollo to appear or to 
be represented at the hearing. 

Kenneth F. Plumb, 

Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 87-2251 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M 


[Docket No. RP87-34-000] 


Northwest Alaskan Pipeline Co; Tariff 
Changes 


January 30, 1987. 
Take notice that on January 27, 1987, 


Northwest Alaskan Pipeline Company 

(Northwest Alaskan) tendered fo filing 
the following revisions to its FERC Gas 
Tariff Original Volume No. 2. 


Second Revised Sheet No. 300 
Second Revised Sheet No. 301 
Original Sheet Nos. 30800-308ZZ 
Original Sheet Nos. 308AAA-308FFF 
Second Revised Sheet No. 322 

First Revised Sheet No. 350 

Original Sheet Nos. 358HH-358ZZ 
Original Sheet No. 358AAA 

First Revised Sheet No. 386A 


Northwest Alaskan proposed that 
these revisions be effective as of 
February 25, 1987. 

Northwest Alaskan states that the 
proposed tariff revisions implement a 
settlement of a dispute among 
Northwest Alaskan, its supplier Pan- 
Alberta Gas Ltd. (“Pan Alberta”) and its 
purchaser United Gas Pipe Line 
Company (“United”) regarding take- 
and-pay provisions of Northwest 
Alaskan’s agreement with Pan-Alberta 
and corresponding provisions of 
Northwest Alaskan’s agreement with 
United. The settlement between the 
three parties, among other things, 
provides for a release by Pan-Alberta of 
its take-and-pay claims for contract 
years 1985, 1986 and the portion of 1987 
up to the effective date of the 
settlement, and provides for reductions 
for a two year period following the 
effective date in the minimum take 
levels and in the purchase prices under 
Northwest Alaskan’s contract with Pan- 
Alberta. The settlement provides a 
corresponding take-and-pay claim 
release by Northwest Alaskan and 
reductions in the minimum take levels 
and purchase prices under Northwest 
Alaskan's nearly identical Gas Purchase 
Agreement with United. 

Northwest Alaskan states by virtue of 
Pan-Alberta’s agreeing to release its 
take-and-pay claims and to reduce 
contractual minimum volumes and 
purchase prices, Pan-Alberta will be 
foregoing substantial claims for 
damages and will incur a significant 
reduction in revenue. Accordingly, 
United has agreed in the settlement 
amendments to make cash payments 
directly to Pan-Alberta for the account 
of Northwest Alaskan or to Northwest 
Alaskan who will in turn pay them to 
Pan-Alberta, in the total amount of $50 
million (U.S). As an intergral part of the 
settlement, United has entered has 
entered into a Marketing and 
Transportation Agreement with Pan- 
Alberta which could potentially result in 
an additional benefit to Pan-Alberta of 
$15 million (U.S.) per year for each of 
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the two years following the effective 
date of the settlement amendments (see 
tariff sheets numbered 308CCC through 
308FFF). 

Northwest Alaskan has requested that 
the Commission, approve the tariff 
revisions, find that the entire settlement 
is just and reasonable and deemed to be 
prudent and find that Northwest 
Alaskan may flow through to United any 
payments made by Northwest Alaskan 
to Pan-Alberta pursuant to the 
settlement amendments. A 
determination with respect to the 
treatment of such amounts in United's 
rates is not sought in this proceeding. 

Any person desiring to be heard or to 
protest said filing should file a motion to 
intervene or protest with the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission, 825 
North Capitol Street NE., Washington, 
DC 20426, in accordance with Rules 211 
and 214 of the Commission's Rules of 
Practice and Procedure (18 CFR 385.211 
or 385.214). All such motions or protests 
should be filed on or before February 6, 
1987. Protests will be considered by the 
Commission in determining the 
appropriate action to be taken, but will 
not serve to make protestants parties to 
the proceeding. Any person wishing to 
become a party must file a motion to 
intervene. Copies of this filing are on file 
with the Commission and are available 
for public inspection. 


Kenneth F. Plumb, 
Secretary. 


[FR Doc. 87-2250 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M 


[Docket No. RP86-94-007 


Sea Robin Pipeline Co.; Compliance 
Tariff Filing 


January 30 1987. 


Take notice that on January 28, 1987, 
Sea Robin Pipline Company (Sea Robin) 
tendered for filing the following tariff 
sheets as part of its FERC Gas Tariff, 
Original Volume No. 1, in compliance 
with the Commission's letter orders 
dated November 3, 1986 and January 15, 
1987: 


Revised Substitute Original Sheet No. 4— 
A2—effective September 26, 1986 


Substitute First Revised Sheet No. 4- 
A2—effective January 1, 1987. 


Sea Robin requests waiver of the 
Commission's regulations so that the 
sheets may become effective as noted. 
Copies of this filing were served on Sea 
Robin’s jurisdictional customers and 
parties in Docket No. RP86-94. 
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Any person desiring to be heard or to 
protest said filing should file a motion to 
intervene or a protest with the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission, 825 
North Capitol Street, NE., Washington, 
DC. 20426, in accordance with Rules 214 
and 211 of the Commission's Rules of 
Practice and Procedure. All such 
motions or protests should be filed on or 
before February 6, 1987. Protests will be 
considered by the Commission in 
determining the appropriate action to be 
taken, but will not serve to make 
protestants parties to the proceeding. 
Any person wishing to become a party 
must file a motion to intervene. Copies 
of this filing are on file with the 
Commission and are available for public 
inspection. 

Kenneth F. Plumb, 

Secretary. : 

[FR Doc. 87-2249 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M 


[Docket No. ID-2249-000] 


Thomas R. Williams; Notice of 
Application 


January 28, 1987. 


Take notice that on September 18, 
1986, Thomas R. Williams, pursuant to 
section 305 (b) of the Federal Power Act, 
tendered for filing an Application for 
Authority to hold the following 
interlocking positions: 


Director, Georgia Power Company, 
Public Utility 

Director, National Service Industries, 
Inc., Supplying Electrical Equipment. 


Any person desiring to be heard or to 
protest this filing should file a motion to 
intervene or protest with the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission, 825 
North Capitol Street, N.E., Washington, 
D.C. 20426, in accordance with Rule 211 
or 214 of the Commission's Rules of 
Practice and Procedure (18 CFR 385.211, 
385.214). All such motions or protests 
should be filed on or before February 11, 
1987. Protests will be considered by the 
Commission in determining the 
appropriate action to be taken, but will 
not serve to make protestants parties to 
the proceeding. Any person wishing to 
become a party must file a motion to 
intervene. Copies of this motion are on 
file with the Commission and are 
available for public inspection. 

Kenneth F. Plumb, 

Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 87-2246 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M 


[Docket Nos. ER87-226-000 et al.] 


Electric Rate and Corporate 
Regulation Filings; Central Illinois 
Public Service Co. et al. 


January 28, 1987. 


Take notice that the following filings 
have been made with the Commission: 


1. Central Illinois Public Service 
Company 
[Docket No. ER87-226-000] 


Take notice that on January 22, 1987, 
Central Illinois Public Service Company 
(“CIPS”) tendered for filing Appendix D 
to the existing Interconnection 
Agreement between CIPS and Southern 
Illinois Power Cooperative (“SIPC“). 

CIPS requests an effective date of 
September 15, 1986 and therefore 
requests a waiver of the Commission's 
notice requirements. 

Comment date: February 11, 1987, in 
accordance with Standard Paragraph E 
at the end of this notice. 


2. Florida Power & Light Company 
[Docket No. ER 87-222-000} 


Take notice that Florida Power & Light 
Company (FPL), on January 15, 1987, 
tendered for filing: (1) a Contract for 
Interchange Service Between Florida 
Power & Light Company and the City of 
Homestead, Florida (“Contract”); and (2) 
Cost Support Schedules C, F, and G 
(together with Cost Support Schedule F 
Supplements) which support the daily 
capacity charges for sales under Service 
Schedule B (Short-Term Firm 
Interchange Service) of the Contract. 
The Contract has been executed by both 
parties. 

FPL respectfully requests that the 
proposed Contract and Cost Support 
Schedules C, F, and G (together with 
Cost Support Schedule F Supplements) 
be made effective February 1, 1987 and 
therefore requests waiver of the 
Commission's notice requirements. 
According to FPL, a copy of this filing 
was served upon the City of Homestead, 
Florida and the Florida Public Service 
Commission. 

Comment date: February 11, 1987, in 
accordance with Standard Paragraph E 
at the end of this notice. 


3. Florida Power & Light Company 
[Docket No. ER87-171-000] 

Take notice, that, on January 20, 1987, 
Florida Power & Light Company (FPL) 
filed certain materials relating to the 
Stipulation and Agreement between FPL 
and the five Florida Cities filed on 
December 18, 1986, in the captioned 
proceeding. 


Comment date: February 11, 1987, in 
accordance with Standard Paragraph E 
at the end of this notice. 


4. Holyoke Water Power Company, 
Holyoke Power and Electric Company 


[Docket No. ER84-574-004] 


Take notice that on january 20, 1987, 
Holyoke Water Company (Holyoke) 
tendered for filing, in compliance with 
the Commission’s Opinion No. 257, the 
following: 

1. Amendment to each of three Mt. 
Tom power contracts, as filed in this 
docket, revised in accordance with the 
Initial Decision, as modified on 
reconsideration and clarified by Opinion 
No. 257. These are denominated 
Amendment No. 6 to each of the three 
contracts. 

2. A copy of these three sets of 
amendments, underlined to indicate 
where revisions have been made in 
compliance with Opinion No. 257 as 
compared to the amendments originally 
filed in 1984. 

3. A billing comparison reflecting the 
compliance level revenues versus the 
level of revenues prior to filing, 
including reflection of the amortization 
of the replacement reserve. 

Comment date: February 11, 1987, in 
accordance with Standard Paragraph E 
at the end of this notice. 


5. Idaho Power Company 
[Docket No. ER87—220-000} 

Take notice that on January 15, 1987, 
the Idaho Power Company tendered for 
filing in compliance with the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission's Order 
of October 7, 1978, a summary of sales 
made under the Company's ist Revised 
FERC Electric Tariff, Volume, No. 1 
(Supersedes Original Volume No. 1) 
during November 1986, along with cost 
justification for the rate charged. This 
filing includes the following 
supplements: 

Utah Power & Light Company, 

Supplement No. 60 
Sierra Pacific Power Company, 

Supplement No. 58 
Washington Water Power Company, 

Supplement No. 44 
Puget Sound Power & Light, Supplement 

No. 25 
Portland General Electric Company, 

Supplement No. 50 

Comment date: February 11, 1987, in 
accordance with Standard Paragraph E 
at the end of this notice. 


6. Nevada Power Company 


[Docket No. ER87-218-000] 


Take notice that Nevada Power 
Company on January 14, 1987, tendered 
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for filing proposed changes in its FPC 
Electric Service Tariff, No. 1. The 
changes include the elimination of all 
references to C P National Corporation 
(CPN) and a change of power factor 
adjustment to 95%. 

The changes are the result of the 
purchase of C P National in and around 
Laughlin and Searchlight, Nevada by 
Nevada Power Company authorized by 
FERC Docket No. EC 86-20-000 issued 
October 27, 1986. The City of Needles, 
California will be served directly under 
contract by Nevada Power Company. 

Copies of the filing were served upon 
the City of Needles, California, the 
Public Service Commission of Nevada, 
the California Public Utilities 
Commission and the FERC San 
Francisco Office. 

Comment date: February 11, 1987, in 
accordance with Standard Paragraph E 
at the end of this document. 

7. Ohio Power Company 
[Docket No. ER-87-221-000]} 

Take notice that the American Electric 
Power Service Corporation (AEP) on 
January 15, 1987 tendered for filing on 
behalf of its affiliate Ohio Power 
Company (Ohio Power) Supplemental 
Schedule V, dated as of Janaury 1, 1987, 
to service Schedule A—Transmission 
Service under Agreement, dated as of 
April 1, 1974 (1974 Agreement), between 
American Municipal Power Ohio, Inc. 
(AMP-Qhio) and Ohio Power, Ohio 
Power Rate Schedule FERC No. 74. 

Supplemental Schedule V defines an 
Interconnection Point and a delivery 
Point that is required by Service 
Schedule A so that AMP-Ohio can avail 
itself of the Transmission Service 
provided for in Service Schedule A. This 
schedule has been proposed by AMP- 
Ohio to become effective January 1, 
1987, therefore waiver of the 
Commission's notice requirements is 
requested. 

Copies of this filing were served upon 
the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio 
and AMP-Ohio. 


Docket No. and date 


filed Applicant Purchaser and location Price per Mcf 


El Paso Natural Gas Company, South 
Lindrith Gallup/Dakota Field, San- 


C187-198-000, B, 12/ 
23/86 ?. ington S.E., 


Mexico 87108. 


1 Additional information received January 20, 1987. 
2 icant, a small producer certificate holder in Docket No. CS73-209, r 
| Paso for various wells located in South Lindrith Gallup/Dakota Field, 


gas to 


Chace Oil Company, Inc., 313 Wash- 
Albuquerque, New 


Comment date: February 11, 1987, in 
accordance with Standard Paragraph E 
at the end of this notice. 


8. The United Illuminating Company 
[Docket No. ER87-136-000} 


Take notice that on January 20, 1987, 
The United Illuminating Company {“UI’’) 
tendered for filing its First Amendment 
to its initial Rate Schedule, Docket No. 
ER87-136-000, a Unit Sale Agreement 
(the Agreement”) between UI and 
UNITIL POWER Corporation (“UNITIL 
Power’). the Amendment provides 
additional information requested by the 
Commission. 

UI renewed its request that the 
Commission waive its standard notice 
period and allow the Agreement to 
become effective on October 1, 1986. 

UI states that a copy of this 
Amendment has been mailed to UNITIL 
Power, Bedford, New Hampshire. 

UI further states that the filing is in 
accordance with Section 35 of the 
Commission's Regulations. 

Comment date: February 11, 1987, in 
accordance with Standard paragraph E 
at the end of this notice. 

Standard Paragraphs: 

E. Any person desiring to be heard or 
to protest said filing should file a motion 
to intervene or protest with the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission, 825 
North Capitol Street, NE., Washington, 
D.C. 20426, in accordance with Rules 211 
and 214 of the Commission's Rules of 
Practice and Procedure {18 CFR 385.211 
and 385.214). All such motions or 
protests should be filed on or before the 
comment date. Protests will be 
considered by the Commission in 


determining the appropriate action to be 


taken, but will not serve to make 
protestants parties to the proceeding. 
Any person wishing to become a party 
must file a motion to intervene. Copies 
of this filing are on file with the 
Commission and are available for public 
inspection. 

Kenneth F. Plumb, 

Secretary 

[FR Doc. 87-2245 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M 


[Docket No. Ci87-198-000] 


Chace Oil Company, Inc.; Application 
for Limited-Term Abandonment With 
Pregranted Abandonment for Sales 
Under Smail Producer Certificate 


January 30, 1987. 


The applicant listed herein has filed 
an application pursuant to section 7 of 
the Natural Gas Act for limited-term 
abandonment and pregranted 
abandonment to sell natural gas for 
resale in interstate commerce under its 
small producer certificate, as described 
herein. 

The circumstances presented in the 
application meet the criteria for 
consideration on an expedited basis, 
pursuant to § 2.77 of the Commission's 
rules as promulgated by Order No. 436 
arid 436-A, issued October 9, and 
December 12, 1985, respectively, in 
Docket No. RM85—1-0600, all as more 
fully described in the application which 
is on file with the Commission and open 
to public inspection. 

Accordingly, any person desiring to be 
heard or to make any protest with 
reference to said application should on 
or before 15 days after the date of 
publication of this notice in the Federal 
Register, file with the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission, Washington, 
DC 20426, a petition to intervene or a 
protest in accordance with the 
requirements of the Commission's rules 
of practice and procedure (18 CFR 
385.211, 385.214). All protests filed with 
the Commission will be considered by it 
in determining the appropriate action to 
be taken but will not serve to make the 
protestants parties to the proceeding. 
Any person wishing to become a party 
in any proceeding herein must file a 
petition to intervene in accordance with 
the Commission's Rules. 

Kenneth F. Plumb, 
Secretary. 


Pressure 
base 


doval and Rio Arriba Counties, New 


Mexico. 


uests an eighteen-month limited-term abandonment of its sale of 
ndoval and Rio Arriba Counties, New Mexico. In support of its 


application Applicant states the wells are shut in due to the market. The subject wells, their estimated deliverability and the NGPA category of the 


gas are as follows: 
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Name of well 


Jicarilla Apache, Lease No. 
Jicarilla Apache, Lease No. 
Jicarilla Apache, Lease No. 
Jicarilla Apache, Lease No. 
Jicarilla Apache, Lease No. 
Jicaritla Apache, Lease No. 


Applicant intends to sell this gas‘in an alternate market. ‘ 
Filing Code: A.—Initial Service. B—Abandonment. C--Amendment to add acreage. D—Amendment to delete acreage. E—Total Succession. 


F—Partial Succession. 


[FR Doc. 87-2243 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M 


[Docket No. Ci87-167-000) 


Graham Resources, Inc., et al.; 
Application for Limted-Term 
Abandonment With Pregranted 
Abandonment for Sales Under Small 
Producer Certificate 


January 30, 1987. 


Take notice that the Applicant listed 
herein has filed an application pursuant 
to section 7 of the Natural Gas Act for 
authorization to abandon service as 
described herein. 


Docket No. and date 
filed 


| 
Applicant 


The circumstances presented in the 
application meet the criteria for 
consideration on an expedited basis, 
pursuant to § 2.77 of the Commission's 
rules as promulgated by Order No. 436 
and 436-A, issued October 9, and 
December 12, 1985, respectively, in 
Docket No. RM85-1-000, all as more 
fully described in the application which 
is on file with the Commission and open 
to public inspection. 

Accordingly, any person desiring to be 
heard or to make any protest with 
reference to said application should on 
or before 15 days after the date of 
publication of this notice in the Federal 
Register, file with the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission, Washington, 
DC 20426, a petition to intervene or a 





5, 1986 '. 
70434-3134 2. 


Ci87-167-000, B, Dec. ope Resources, Inc., et al., P.O. | El 


Box 3134, Covington, 


Paso Natural 
Louisiana 


' Additional material received December 18, 1986, January 16 and 21, 1987. 
2 The et al. parties are Graham Royalty, Ltd., Prudential Bache Energy Income Production Partnership Il P-5, Prudential Bache Energy 
income Production Partnership || P-6, Prudential Bache Energy Income Production Partnership || P-7, Prudential Bache Energy Income Production 
Partnership || P-8, Prudential Bache Energy Income Production Partnership || P-9, and Prudential Bache Energy Income Production Partnership I! 


P-10. 


Estimated 


deliverability 
(Mcf) 


108. 

104 (1973-1974). 
104 Post-1974. 
108. 

104 Post-1974. 


protest in accordance with the 
requirements of the Commission's rules 
of practice and procedure (18 CFR 
sections 385.211, 385.214). All protests 
filed with the Commission will be 
considered by it in determining the 
appropriate action to be taken but will 
not serve to make the protestants 
parties to the proceeding. Any person 
wishing to become a party in any 
proceeding herein must file a petition to 
intervene in accordance with the 
Commission's Rules. 

Under the procedure herein provided 
for, unless otherwise advised, it will be 
unnecessary for Applicant to appear or 
to be represented at the hearing. 
Kenneth F. Plumb, 

Secretary. 


Purchaser and location Price per 1,000 ft * 


Gas Company, 
Blanco Field, Rio Arriba and Sando- 
val Countries, New Mexico. 


* Applicant, a small producer certificate holder in Docket No. CS83-102-000, requests authorization for a limited-term abandonment of sales 
of NGPA section 108 stripper gas to El Paso for a period of up to. two years and for pregranted abandonment for sales under its small producer 


certificate. 


In support of its application Applicant states it is incurring substantially reduced takes without payment: Applicant has included with its 
application an unexecuted letter agreement dated November 17, 1986, which indicates El Paso has agreed to release the gas for a period 
coterminous with the limited-term abandonment authority. Current deliverability is 1,800 Mcf per day. Applicant proposes to seek an alternate 


market. 


Filing Code: A—Iinitial Service. B—Abandonment. C—Amendment to add acreage. D—Amendment to delete acreage. E—Total Succession. 


F—Partial Succession. 


[FR Doc. 87-2244 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M 
[Docket No. C171-596-000 et al.] 


Tenneco Oil Co.; Applications for 
Limited-Term Abandonment and 
Bianket Limited-Term Certificate With 
Pregranted Abandonment 


January 30, 1987. 
Take notice that the Applicant listed 


herein has filed an application pursuant 
to section 7 of the Natural Gas Act for 
limited-term abandonment and for 
blanket limited-term certificate with 
pregranted abandonment to sell natural 
gas for resale in interstate commerce, as 
described herein. 

The circumstances presented in the 
applications meet the criteria for 
consideration on an expedited basis, 
pursuant to § 2.77 of the Commission's 


rules as promulgated by Order No. 436 
and 436-A, issued October 9, and 
December 12, 1985, respectively, in 
Docket No. RM85-1-000, all as more 
fully described in the applications which 
are no file with the Commission.and 
open to public inspection. 

Accordingly, any person desiring to be 
heard or to make any protest with 
reference to said applications should on 
or before 15 days after the date of 
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publication of this notice in the Federal 
Register, file with the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission, Washington, 
DC 20426, a petition to intervene or a 
protest in accordance. with the 


requirements of the Commission's rules 


Docket No. and date filed 


Ci71-596-000, B, Dec. 4, | Tenneco Oil Company, P.O. Box 2511, 
Houston, Texas 77001. 
do 


of practice and procedure (18'CFR 
385.211 385.214). All protests filed with 


the Commission will be considered by it 
in determining the appropriate action to 
be taken but will not serve to make the 


protestants parties to the proceeding. 


Applicant Purchaser and location base 


Trunkline Gas Company, South Timbalier 
Blocks 169 and 196, Offshore Louisiana. ' 
Various Purchasers, 
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Any person wishing to become a party 
to the proceeding herein must file a 
petition to intervene in accordance with 


the Commission's Rules. 


Kenneth F. Plumb, 
Secretary. 


Pressure 


South Timbalier 


Blocks 169 and 196, Offshore Louisiana. 


1 Additional material received December 18, 1986, and January 13, 1987. 


2 Applicant requests authorization to abandon service to Trunkline for a limited term 


ending December 31, 1987. The gas involved is NGPA 


section 102(d) gas, which is in excess of Trunkline’s requirements under Applicant's January 1, 1971, gas sales contract. 


In support of its 


commenced with 


authorization, to include NGPA section 102(d) 
im. After the TENNEFLEX 
certificate 


TENNEFLEX 
blanket sales 
and abandonment 


p ion Applicant states that due to cut-backs by the primary 
been a major problem for the blocks subject to this abandonment application. Applicant has previously imple: 
ith spot sales of NGPA section 102(c) gas and which was later expanded, through the grant of abandonment a 
Frog 
issued in Docket No. Cl85-633-000. 


purchaser, shut-in deliverability by the primary purchaser has 


‘am which 


mented a spot sales pr: 
certificate 


jas. From time to time sales of the NGPA section 102(d) gas were made under Applicant's 


ram expired, sales of the subject NGPA section 102(d) gas were made under Applicant's 
Such sales are currently ongoing and Applicant's blanket sales 
ity issued in Docket No. Ci85-633-000 will expire March 31, 1987. Despite spot sales of the subject NGPA section 


102(d) gas, pipeline takes trom the OCS ‘have steadily declined. Applicant has been exposed to substantially reduced takes by Trunkline without 


payment for any volumes not pur: 


purchased any NGPA section 102(d) gas from the subject acrea 
precipitated 


chased, even though Trunkline’s. contract take 


. Based on 


igation is 80% of deliverability. During 1986, Trunkline has not 
is trend, and the continuation of market conditions which 


such reduced takes, it appears that takes by Trunkline will continue to be at extremely low levels for an indefinite period. 

ntly, the imminent threat of shut-in gas will be exacerbated by the expiration of spot sales authority for the section 102(d) gas. 
Accordingly, Applicant entered into a contract renegotiation with Trunkline wherein Trunkline obtained significant take-or-pay relief and credit in 
exchange for the temporary release of excess deliverability from the subject OCS blocks if appropriate Commission authorization is received. 


Applicant states that Trunkline will cooperate toward " 


. transportation of the released 
authorization. The subject wells and their estimated daily deliverability are shown as follows: 


f 
Estimated 


Well name 


icant indicates its intent to sell the subject gas on the spot market. 


s r 


gas, subject to capacity limitations and necessary Commission 


deliverability 
(MMCF/D) 


in Docket No. Ci87-165-000 a blanket limited-term certificate with pregranted abandonment to be effective through 


equests 
esr 31, 1987, to make spot sales in interstate commerce of gas which is subject to the limited-term abandonment in Docket No. C171-596- 


Filing Code: A—initial Service; B—Abandonment; C—Amendment to add acreage; D—Amendment to delete acreage; E—Total Succession; 
F—Partial Succession. 


(FR Doc. 87-2247 Filed 2-3-87 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6717-01-™ 

[Docket No. RP87-35-000) 

Texas Gas Pipe Line Corp. Rate filing 


January-30, 1987. 
Take notice that on January 28, 1987, 


Texas Gas Pipe Line Corporation 
(TGPL) filed proposed changes to its 
FERC Gas Tariff, Second Revised 
Volume 1. The proposed changes would 
effect a net reduction in the Base Tariff 
Rate. Accordingly, the total Base Tariff 
Rate would be reduced 59.89¢ from the 
existing 244.47¢ to 184.58¢. This 
reduction is accomplished primarily via 


the lowering of purchased gas costs. The 
reduction takes into account a total 
increase in non-gas costs of 17.28¢. 
TGPL also proposes Revised Cover 
Sheets to both volumes cof its Tariff and 
a Revised Sheet No. 23 to its Second 
Revised Volume No. 1; these proposed 
changes are administrative or clerical in 
nature. TGPL states that this filing arises 
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out of its duty to file a rate base tariff 
not later than every thirty-six (36) 
months. Copies of the filing were served 
upon TGPL'’s jurisdictional customers. 
Any person desiring to be heard or to 
protest said filing should file a motion to 
intervene or a protest with the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission, 825 
North Capitol Street, NE., Washington, 
DC 20426, in accordance with Rules 214 
and 211 of the Comission's-rules of 
practice and procedure. All such 
motions or protests should be filed on or 
before February 6, 1987. Protests will be 
considered by the Commission in 
determing the appropriate action to be 
taken, but will not serve to make 
protestants parties to the proceeding. 
Any person wishing to become a party 
must file a motion to intervene. Copies 
of this filing are on file with the 
Commission and are available for public 
inspection. 
Kenneth F. Plumb, 
Secretary. 
[FR Doc. 87-2252 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M 


[Docket No. QF87-221-000] 


Pepperell Power Corp.; Application for 
Commission Certification of Qualifying 
Status of a Cogeneration Facility 


January 30, 1987. 


On January 12, 1987, Pepperell Power 
Corporation (Applicant), c/o Energy 
Management, Inc., of 200 Boylston 
Street, Chestnut Hill, Massachusetts, 
submitted for filing an application for 
certification of a facility as a qualifying 
cogeneration facility pursuant to 
§ 292.207 of the Commission’s 
regulations. No determination has been 
made that the submittal constitutes a 
complete filing. 

The topping-cycle cogeneration 
facility will be located in East Pepperell, 
Massachusetts. The facility will consist 
of one (1) combustion turbine generator, 
one (1) heat recovery steam generator, 
and one (1) extraction/condensing 
steam turbine generator. Thermal energy 
recovered from the facility will be 
utilized by James River Pepperell, Inc., 
in its papermaking process and space 
heating. The net electric power 
production capacity will be 
approximately 35,690 kilowatts. The 
primary energy source wil] be natural 
gas, with number 2 oil as an emergency 
back up fuel. Construction of the facility 
is expected to begin in August 1989. 

Any person ‘desiring to be heard or 
objecting to the granting of qualifying 


status should file a petition to intervene 
or protest with the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission, 825 North 
Capitol Street NE., Washington, DC. 
20426, in accordance with rules 211 and 
214 of the Commission’s rules of practice 
and procedure. All such petitions or 
protests must be filed within 30 days. 
after the date of publication of this 
notice and must be served on the 
applicant. Protests will be considered -by 
the Commission.in determining the 
appropriate action to be taken but will 
not serve to make protestants parties to 
the proceeding. Any person wishing to 
become a party must file a petition to 
intervene. Copies of this filing are on file 
with the Commission and are available 
for public inspection. 

Kenneth F. Plumb, 

Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 87-2248 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6717-01-M 


ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 


[OPP-50665 FRL-3146-4] 


issuance of Experimental Use Permits; 
American Cyanamid Co. 


AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA). 
ACTION: Notice. 


SUMMARY: EPA has granted 
experimental use permits to the 
following applicants. These permits are 
in accordance with, and subject to, the 
provisions of 40 CFR Part 172, which 
defines EPA procedures with respect to 
the use of pesticides for experimental 
purposes. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: By 
mail Registration Division (TS-767C), 
Office of Pesticide Programs, 
Environmental Protection Agency, 401 M 
St., SW., Washington, DC 20460. 

In person or by telephone: Contact the 
product manager at the following 
address at the office location or 
telephone number cited in each 
experimental use permit. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: EPA has 
issued the following experimental use 
permits: 

241-EUP-114. Extension. American 
Cyanamid Company, Agricultural 
Research Division, P.O. Box 400, 
Princeton, NJ 08540. This experimental 
use permit allows the use of 6,000 
pounds of the herbicide imazapyr on 
forests to evaluate the control of 
broadleaf weeds and grasses. A total of 
4,000 acres are involved; the program is 
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authorized only in the States of 
Alabama, Arkansas, Delaware, Florida, 
Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi, North 
Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, 
Texas, and Virginia. The experimental 
use permit is effective from January 1, 
1987 to January I, 1988. (Robert Taylor, 
PM 25, Rm. 245, CM#2, (703-557-1800) 

100-EUP-88. Issuance. Ciba-Geigy 
Corporation. P.O. Box 18300, 
Greensboro, NC 27419. This 
experimental use permit allows the use 
of 330 pounds of the herbicide 
glufosinateammonium on soybeans to 
evaluate the.control of various weeds. A 
total of 100 acres are involved; the 
program is authorized only in the States 
of Alabama, Arkansas, Delaware, 
Georgia, Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, 
Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, 
Mississippi, Missouri, North Carolina, 
Tennessee, and Virginia. The 
experimental use permit is effective 
from December 23, 1986 to February 15, 
1988. A temporary tolerance for residues 
of the active ingredient in or on 
soybeans has been established. (Richard 
Mountfort, PM 23, Rm. 237, CM#2, (703- 
557-1830) 

279-EUP-107. Extension. FMC 
Corporation, 2000 Market St., 
Philadelphia, PA 19103. This 
experimental use permit allows the use 
of 178.3 pounds of the insecticide 
cyclopropanecarboxylic acid, 3-(2- 
chloro-3,3-trifluoro-1- propenyl)-2,2- 
dimethyl-[1,1’bipheny]]-3-yl methyl ester 
on almonds, apples, cherries, grapes, 
peaches, pears, pecans, and walnuts to 
evaluate the control of various insect 
pests. A total of 203.5 acres are 
involved; the program is authorized in 
the States of Alabama, Arkansas, 
California, Colorado, Florida, Georgia, 
Idaho, Louisiana, Maine, Maryland, 
Massachusetts, Michigan, Mississippi, 
Missouri, New Hampshire, New Jersey, 
New York, North Carolina, Ohio, 
Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania, South 
Carolina, Texas, Virginia, Washington, 
West Virginia, and Wisconsin. The 
experimental use permit is effective 
from November 10, 1986 to November 
10, 1987. (George LaRocca, PM 15, Rm. 
204, CM#2, (703-557-2400)) 

50658-EUP-2. Issuance. Merck & 
Company, Inc., Hillsborough Road, 
Three Bridges, NJ 08887. This 
experimental use permit allows the use 
of 161.25 pounds of the miticide 
avermectin and its delta 8,9-geometric 
isomer on cotton to evaluate the control 
of spider mites. A total of 4,700 acres are 
involved; the program is authorized only 
in the States of Alabama, Arkansas, 
California, Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, 
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Mississippi, New Mexico, North 
Carolina; Oklahoma, South Carolina, 
Tennessee, and Texas. The 
experimental use permit is effective 
from November 15, 1986 to November 
15, 1987. A temporary tolerance for 
residues of the active ingredient in or on 
cottonseed has been established. 
(George LaRocca, PM 15, Rm. 204, 
CM#2, (703-557-2400)). 

Persons wishing to review these 
experimental use permits are referred to 
the designated product managers. 
Inquiries concerning these permits 
should be directed to the persons cited 
above. It is suggested that interested 
persons Call before visiting the EPA 
office, so that the appropriate file may 
be made available for inspection 
purposes from 8 a.m. to 4 p.m., Monday 
through Friday, excluding legal holidays. 


Authority: 7 U.S.C, 136c. 

Dated: January 21, 1987. 
Edwin F. Tinsworth, 
Director, Registration Division, Office of 
Pesticide Programs, 
[FR Doc. 87-1966 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6560-50-M 


[OPP-36137; FRL-3149-1] 


Pesticide Registration Standards; 
Notice of Availability 


AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA). 

ACTION: Notice of availability of 
registration standards. 


SUMMARY: This notice announces the 
availability of Registration Standard 
documents for certain pesticides. EPA is 
making available a document for each of 
the pesticides describing the Agency's 
regulatory conclusions and positions on 
the continued registrability for those 
pesticides whose reviews have been 
completed or the draft Registration 
Standard for those whose review has 
not yet been completed. Completed 
Registration Standards are available 
from the National Technical Information 
Service (NTIS). 

ADDRESSES: Published Registration 
Standards may be purchased from the 
NTIS at the following address: National 
Technical Information Service, 5285 Port 
Royal Road, Springfield, VA 22161, (703- 
487-4650). 

Orders may be placed by telephone to 
the NTIS order desk and charged 
against a deposit account or American 
Express, VISA, or MasterCard, or sent 
by mail with check, money order, or 
account number. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Concerning NTIS availability, by mail: 
Nancy Hemming, Registration Support 


and Emergency Response Branch, 
Registration Division (TS—767C), Office 
of Pesticide Programs Environmental 
Protection Agency, 401 M St., SW., 
Washington, DC 20460. 

Office location and telephone number, 
Rm. 718-B, CM#2, 1921 Jefferson Davis 
Highway, Arlington, VA, (703-557-8193). 

Concerning the public docket, or to 
request indices to the public docket or 
draft Registration Standards, by mail 
contact Frances S. Mann, Information 
Services Branch, Program Management 
and Support Division (TS-757C), Office 
of Pesticide Programs, Environmental 
Protection Agency, 401 M St., SW., 
Washington, DC 20460. 

Office location and telephone number: 
Rm. 236, CM#2, 1921 Jefferson Davis 
Highway, Arlington, VA, (703-557-2805). 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Environmental Protection Agency 
conducts a systematic review of 
pesticides to determine whether they 
continue to meet the criteria for 
registration under section 3(c)(5) of the 
Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and 
Rodenticide Act (FIFRA). That review 
culminates in the issuance of a 
Registration Standard, a document 
describing the Agency's regulatory 
conclusions and positions on the 
continued registrability of the pesticide. 
Final or draft Registration Standards for 
the pesticides listed in this notice are 
available. 

For each published Registration 
Standard desired, the order should 
specify the title of the document, the 
corresponding NTIS order number, and 
whether hard copy or microfiche is 
desired. The NTIS order number is the 
same for hard copy and microfiche, but 
the price differs. All microfiche copies 
are $6.50 each; the price for hard copies 
differs according to the length of the 
document. To obtain the current hard- 
copy price, please contact NTIS before 
ordering. Registration Standards are 
available for the following pesticides: 


Brominated _ salicylanilides 
bromo). 
Butoxicarboxime (Piantpin). 


Ethoxyquin..... 
Fenaminosulf..... 
Fensulfothion .... 
Fluchioralin .... 
Fiuometuron. 


Glyphosate 

Guthion (see AZINPHOS METHYL) 
Heliothis NPV 

Hexazinone........ 

Hyamine 3500... 


Methyi Bromide... 
Metolachior. 


Naphthalene....... 
= Naphthaleneacetic acid.. 
..| PB 82-137514 

..| PB 84-209907 

| (*) 

..| PB 87-104766/AS 

..| PB 82-133570 

..| PB 84-168301 

..| PB 84-206549 

..| PB 84-149541/AL 

..| PB 87-111779/AS 


2 
Aluminum phosphide... 
4-Aminopyridine (Avitrol) . 


Azinphos methy! (Guthion).. 
Bacillus thuringiensis....... 
Barium metaborate. 
Benomyl..........-0+ 

Bentazon 

Boistar (Sulprofos) . 


..| PB 86-159653/AS 
..| PB 82-133646 

.| PB 87-101903/AS 
PB 87-110276/AS 





Bromacil 
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Number 


PB 86-168150/AS 


--| PB 82-177585 
| PB 85-147304/AS 
.-| PB 86-181674 
.| PB 87-104774/AS 
.-| PB 84-232602 
..| PB 87-105516/AS 
«| PB 82-132994 
.-| PB 82-134347 


.-.| PB 85-107605 
...| PB 81-123804 
.--| PB 86-182094/AS 
-| PB 85-247245/AS 
.| PB 87-110284/AS 
-| PB 85-122505 
..| PB 87-114088/AS 


..| PB 86-236767/AS 
--| PB 82-133570 
«| PB 87-110300/AS 
.--| PB 86-175098/AS 
«| PB 84-211945 
.-| PB 86-173184/AS 
.«| PB 87-104782/AS 
--.| PB 84-210178 
«| PB 81-277722 
.-| PB 86-168820/AS 
| PB 82-133638 
| PB 85-144814/AS 


PB 84-243492 
PB 81-207383 
PB 84-160084 
PB 82-204383 
PB 86-176500/AS 
PB 87-110318/AS 


..| PB 85-245033/AS 
| PB 86-171147/AS 
...| PB 87-105490/AS 
.»| PB 86-178167/AS 
.--| PB 84-210327 
.-.| PB 62-243999 
| PB 87-109427/AS 
.-.| PB 86-177565 
| PB 84-210194 
..| PB 82-131418 
.| PB 86-177573 
..| PB 85-148963/AS 
..| PB 86-176476/AS 
..| PB 87-109435/AS 
..| BP 84-210186 
..| PB 84-141456 
..| PB 81-123812 
..| PB 87-103214/AS 


PB 85-134393 
..| PB 87-110292/AS 
..| PB 86-169406/AS 
«| PB 82-131293 
| PB 86-175114/AS 
..| PB 85-149011/AS 
..| PB 82-195777 
..| PB 87-110326/AS 
..| PB 82-172297 
..| PB 87-109419/AS 
..| PB 87-109401/AS 
..| PB 82-180738 
..| PB 87-109443/AS 
..| PB 87-105508/AS 
..| PB 81-123280 


| PB 87-105482/AS 
"| PB 86-173895/AS 


..| PB 82-139437 

«| PB 82-131145 

..| PB 86-173861/AS 
..| PB 86-176468/AS 
..| PB 86-135159/AS 
:.| PB 82-172271 

| C) 


..| PB 86-172814/AS 
..| PB 86-173879/AS 
..| PB 87-109383/AS 
..| PB 82-131731 

.| PB 87-116620/AS 
.| PB 86-173887/AS 
.| PB 86-106978/AS 
.| PB 86-173135/AS 
.| PB 87-103735/AS 


PB 86-174182/AS 


Name 
(3-5-Di- 





PB 87-101283/AS 
(*) 


PB 85-102705 
PB 85-248797 
PB 85-149300/AS 


© 

PB 86-169414/AS 
PB 82-140716 

PB 81-234098 


out for public comment. Copies of 


from Frances S. Mann, information 
above. : 


Additional notices will be published 
in the Federal Register as other 
Registration Standards become 
available through NTIS. 


Dated: January 21, 1987. 
Edwin F. Tinsworth, 
Director, Registration Division, Office of 
Pesticide Programs. 
[FR Doc. 87-1965 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6560-50-M 


[OPP-1807 12; FRL-3151-2] 


Emergency Exemptions 
AGENCY: Environmental Protection 


Agency (EPA). 
ACTION: Notice. 


SUMMARY: EPA has granted a specific 
exemption for the control of various 
pests in Texas, and announces a crisis 
exemption initiated by the Texas 
Department of Agriculture. Also listed 
are 34 quarantine exemptions granted to 
the U.S. Department of Agriculture. The 
exemptions, issued during the month of 
November, are subject to application 
and timing restrictions and reporting 
requirements designed to protect the 
environment to the maximum extent 
possible. Information on these 
restrictions is available from the contact 
persons in EPA listed below. 

DATES: See each specific, crisis, 

quarantine exemption for its effective 

date. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 

See each exemption for the name of the 

contact person. The following 

information applies to all contact 
people: 

By mail: Registration Division (TS- 
767C), Office of Pesticide Programs, 
Environmental Protection Agency, 401 
M Street SW., Washington, DC 20460 

Office location and telephone number: 
Room 716, CM#2, 1921 Jefferson Davis 


Highway, Arlington, VA (703-557- 
1806). 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: EPA has 
granted a specific exemption to the 
Texas Department of Agriculture for the 
use of permethrin on kale, turnip, 
mustard, and kohlrabi to control 
cabbage loopers; November 13, 1986 to 
March 31, 1987. Texas initiated a crisis 
exemption for this use. (Libby 
Pemberton) 

A crisis exemption was initiated by 
the Texas Department of Agriculture on 
October 21, 1986, for the use of sodium 
chlorate on black-eyed peas as a 
harvest aid. The need for this program 
has ended. (Libby Pemberton) 

The following quarantine exemptions 
were granted to the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture for the use of various 
chemicals on various non-food items to 
control pests around the country from 
November 20, 1986 to November 19, 
1989. (Libby Pemberton) 

1. A mixture of ethylene oxide and 
carbon dioxide on miscellaneous cargo, 
to control quarantinably important 
snails and slugs, in ship holds, under 
tarpaulins or in other temporary 
enclosures. EPA completed a rebuttable 
presumption against registration (RPAR) 
on this chemical; the final determination 
was published in the Federal Register of 
January 27, 1978 (43 FR 3801). 

2. Hydrogen cyanide on cargo which 
is adversely affected when treated with 
methyl bromide, to control cotton 
insects, khapra beetles or snails, in ship 
holds, under tarpaulins, or in other 
temporary enclosures. 

3. Methyl bromide on nonfood/ 
nonfeed cargo, to control khapra beetles, 
woodboring insects, snails, and other 
quarantinable plant pests, in ship holds 
under tarpaulins or in other temporary 
enclosures. 

4. Methyl bromide on machinery, 
plant, and nonplant materials to control 
golden nematodes, witchweed, cotton 
insects, and gypsy moths, under 
tarpaulins, in fields, within quarantined 
areas, as ports of entry. 

5. Aluminum phosphide to fumigate 
stored nonfood products in ship holds 
under tarpaulins or in other temporary 
enclosures. 

6. Formaldehyde as a plant pest 
treatment to fumigate rice straw and 
containers. 

7. Formaldehyde as a plant pest 
— for bags and bagging, and rice 

ulls. 

8. G-1707—Pyrethrum extract and 
synergist to control fruit flies and other 
soft-bodied insects in aircraft and cargo 
containers. 

9. d-Phenothrin to control fruit flies 
and other soft-bodied insects in aircraft 
and cargo containers. 


10. Malathion to control the 
infestation of quarantine insects on ship 
decks, bulkheads, pier areas, or other 
storage facilities. 

11. Malathion-carbary] dip to treat 
orchids and other plants found not 
tolerant to methyl bromide fumigation at 
inspection stations around the country. 

12. Bordeaux mixture as a foliar spray 
on plants to reduce surface diseases at 
inspection stations and port areas 
around the country. 

13. Sodium hypochlorite to treat 
propagative plant parts and plant 
materials at inspection stations. 

14. Captan to treat seeds and other 
propagative plant parts for plant 
diseases at designated inspection 
stations. EPA completed a rebuttable 
presumption against registration (RPAR) 
on this chemical: the final determination 
was published in the Federal Register of 
June 21, 1985 (50 FR 25884). 

15. Copper sulfate to treat some seeds 
and plant material at designated 
inspection stations. 

16. Ferbam as a spray to control 
various plant diseases on propagative 
plant parts. 

17. Zineb to treat certain plants or 
plant parts infested with diseases at 
designated inspection stations. 

18. Propoxur for use in insect traps. 

19. Dichlorvos (DDVP) for use in 
gypsy moth and khapra beetle traps. 

20. Naled for use in fruit fly traps. 

21. Ethyl acetate for use in black light 
traps. 

22. Trifluralin on established lawns 
and turf to control witchweed. 

23. Methyl bromide to kill witchweed 
seed in soil on fallow fields and small 
plots of land released from quarantine. 

24. Sodium carbonate to be applied to 
surfaces potentially exposed to certain 
animal diseases in semen containers. 

25. Sodium carbonate to be applied to 
aircraft surfaces potentially exposed to 
certain animal diseases. 

26. Sodium hypochlorite to be applied 
to surfaces potentially exposed to 
certain animal diseases. 

27. Sodium hydroxide to be applied to 
exposed surfaces, animal product 
containers, hay and straw. 

28. Resmethrin aerosol may be applied 
to control fruit flies and other soft- 
bodied insects in aircraft and cargo 


containers when people are present. 


29. Resmethrin may be applied as a 
micronized dust in aircraft containers or 
other temporary enclosures when the 
airplane crew, passengers, or animals 
are not present. 

30. 8-Hydroxyquinoline sulfate- 
aqueous solution to treat plant diseases 
in citrus and other rutaceous seeds at 
inspection stations. 
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31. Nicotine sulfate to control aphids 
on a wide variety of propagative plant 
materials while in quarantine at 
inspection stations. 

32. d-Phenothrin to control mealy bugs 
and aphids on a wide variety of 
propagative plants while in quarantine. 

33. Cyhexatin to control spider mites 
on a variety of propagative plants while 
in quarantine. 

34. Dienochlor to control spider mites 
on a variety of propagative plants while 
in quarantine. 


Authority: 7 U.S.C. 136. 

Dated: January 21, 1987. 
Douglas D. Campt, 
Director, Office of Pesticide Programs. 
[FR Doc. 87-2214 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6560-50-M 


[A-4-FRL-3150-9] 


North Carolina Sulfur Dioxide (SO.) 
Regulations 


AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA). 
ACTION: Informational notice. 


summary: On December 7, 1982 (47 FR 

54939), EPA approved for all but 24 

sources a revision to the North Carolina 

regulation 15 NCAC 2D.0516 which 
relaxed the sulfur dioxide (SOz) limit for 
fuel-burning sources from 1.6 pounds per 

million BTU heat input (Ib/mBTU) to 2.3 

lb/mBTU. Some of these sources are 

undergoing additional analysis in order 
for EPA to approve the relaxed limit. 

However, four sources will remain at the 

1.6 lb/mBTU level and are required to 

do so by State permit. These four 

sources are Maiden Knitting (formerly 

Cannon Mills), Ecusta Corporation 

(formerly Olin Mills), Texasgulf and 

Travenol. 

ADDRESSES: Copies of the material 

submitted by the State may be 

examined during normal business hours 
at the following locations: 

United States Environmental Protection 
Agency, Region IV, Air Programs 
Branch, 345 Courtland Street NE., 
Atlanta, Georgia 30365 

Division of Environmental Management, 
North Carolina Department of Natural 
Resources and Community 
Development, 512 North Salisbury 
Street, Raleigh, North Carolina 27611. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 

Mr. Bob Peddicord, Air Programs 

Branch, U.S. EPA Region IV at the above 

address and telephone number FTS 257- 

2864 or commercial (404) 347-2864. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 

December 7, 1982 (47 54939), EPA 

approved, for all but 24 sources in the 


State of North Carolina, a revision to 
State regulation 2D.0516 which relaxed 
the SO, limit for fuel-burning sources. 
The original version of 2D.0516 
prescribed a stepdown in SO2 emissions 
for all fuel-burning sources from 2.3 lb/ 
mBTU heat input to 1.6 lb/mBTU by July 
1, 1980. Air quality dispersion modeling 
submitted by the State in 1982 indicated 
that removal of the SO2 stepdown 
requirement was approvable for all but 
24 sources. 

EPA indicated in the December 7, 


' 1982, Federal Registration notice that if 


future modeling could show that the 
relaxed SO; limit of 2.3 lb/mBTU was 
adequate to protect the NAAQS, then 
the stepdown requirement could be 
eliminated for other sources as well. 

Four of the 24 sources are now and 
will remain at the 1.6 lb SO2./mBTU 
limit. The four sources either did not 
wish for a relaxed SO: limit or they 
predicted NAAQS violations with the 
new limit and decided not to apply for a 
source-specific SO2 SIP revision. 

The four sources remaining at the 1.6 
lb/mBTU are: 

(1) Maiden Knitting (formerly Cannon 
Mills) Construction/operation permit 
No. 3922123 issued on March 6, 1986, 
limits boilers to 1.6 lb/mBTU SOQz. 

(2) Ecusta Corporation (formerly Olin 
Corporation) Operation Permit No. 
3644R6 issued on March 28, 1986 limits 
boilers to 1.6 lbmBTU SOkz. 

(3) Texasgu/f Construction/ operation 
permit No. 2871R6 issued on April 21, 
1986, limits boiler to 1.6 lb/mBUT SO2. 

(4) Traveno/ Construction/ operation 
permit No. 1915R6 issued on July 8, 1986, 
limits boiler to 1.6 lb/mBTU. 

This notice serves to inform the public 
of the four North Carolina sources 
remaining at 1.6 lb/mBTU. Copies of the 
permits and correspondence are 
available at the EPA Region IV office. 
Contact Bob Peddicord at the 
aforementioned address. 


Dated: January 15, 1987. 
Jack E. Ravan, 
Regional Administrator. 
[FR Doc. 87-2210 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6560-50-M 


[OPTS-400001; FRL-3101-6] 


Statement of Policy and Guidance 
Regarding Petitions Under Section 313 
of Title Ill of the Superfund 
Amendments and Reauthorization Act 
of 1986 


AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA). 
ACTION: Notice. 
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SUMMARY: This notice outlines EPA's 
policy concerning the petition provisions 
of section 313(e) of Title III of the 
Superfund Amendments and 
Reauthorization Act of 1986. This notice 
also informs petitioners where to send 
such petitions and provides additional 
guidance regarding format and 
appropriate support documentation that 
will best assist the Agency in making 
decisions on such petitions. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Edward A. Klein, Director, TSCA 
Assistance Office (TS-799), Office of 
Toxic Substances, Environmental 
Protection Agency, Rm. E-543, 401 M St., 
SW., Washington, DC 20460, (202) 554~ 
1404. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


I. Background 


The Superfund Amendments and 
Reauthorization Act of 1986 [Pub. L. 99- 
499] contains a free-standing Title III, 
which is itself titled, “The Emergency 
Planning and Community Right-To- 
Know Act of 1986.” Section 313 of Title 
II requires owners and operators of 
certain facilities that manufacture, 
process, or otherwise use a specified list 
of toxic chemicals, in amounts . 
exceeding statutory threshold quantities, 
to report annually their emissions of 
such chemicals to the environment. 
Section 313(c) of Title III sets forth an 
initial list of “Toxic Chemicals Covered” 
that is composed of 329 entries including 
several categories of chemicals. This 
initial list is set forth in Senate 
Environment and Public Works 
Committee Print No. 99-169 and is 
repeated in the following table: 


List of Toxic Chemicals Subject to the 
Provisions of Section 313 of the 
Emergency Planning and Community 
Right to Know Act of 1986 


Acetonitrile ............00++ 
2-Acetylaminofluorene.... 


2-Aminoanthraquinone 
4-Aminoazobenzene... 


Ammonium nitrate (solution) .... 
Ammonium sulfate (solution)... 


7440360 





Cl. Acid Biue 9, disodium salt. 
C.l. Acid Green 3..... 
Cl. Basic Green 4 .. 


Chioromethane (Methy! chioride)... 
Chioromethy! methyl ether. 


1,2-Dibromo-3-chloropropane (DBCP)... 


1,2-Dibromoethane (Ethylene dibromide) - 


Dichiorobenzene (mixed isomers) 
1,2-Dichiorobenzene... 
1,3-Dichiorobenzene... 
1,4-Dichlorobenzene... 
3,3’-Dichiorobenzidine .... 











75274 
107062 
540590 

75092 
120832 

78875 
542756 

62737 
115322 

1464535 
111422 
117817 

84662 

64675 
119904 

60117 
119937 

79447 


118741 
87683 
77474 
67721 

1335871 
680319 
302012 

10034932 
7647010 
74908 

7664393 

123319 


101611 
101688 
74953 
101779 
78933 
60344 
74884 
108101 
624839 
80626 
90948 
1313275 
§05602 
91203 
134327 
91598 
7440020 
7697372 
139139 
99582 
98953 


9636755 
51752 
55630 
88755 

100027 
79469 
156105 
121697 
924163 
55185 
62759 
86306 
621647 

4549400 

59892 
759739 
684935 

16543558 
100754 
2234131 
20816120 

56362 

87865 

79210 
108952 
106503 

90437 

75445 

7664382 

7723140 
85449 
88891 

1336363 

1120714 
57578 

123386 
114261 
115071 

75558 

75569 
110861 

91225 


7782492 
7440224 
1310732 
7757826 
100425 
96093 
7664939 
109210 
79345 
127184 
961115 
7440280 
62555 
139651 
62566 
1314201 
13463677 
7550450 
108883 
584849 
91087 
95534 
636215 
8001352 
68768 
52686 
120821 
71556 
79005 
79016 


Zine (fume or dust) and cd compounds... J 
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EPA can by rule add chemicals to or 
delete chemicals from the emissions 
inventory list. Also, any member of the 
public can-petition EPA to add 
chemicals to or delete chemicals from 
the list. Chemicals may be added or 
deleted according to the criteria in 
section 313(d) and the provisions in 
section 313{c). 

Section 313(d)(2) states that a 
determination under this paragraph (that 
is, EPA's decision to add or delete a 
chemical) must be based on generally 
accepted scientific principles or 
laboratory tests, or appropriately 
designed and conducted epidemiological 
or other population studies, available to 
the Administrator. 

Section 313(e) gives EPA 180 days to 
“initiate rulemaking” or publish a notice 
explaining why the petitioner’s request 
is being denied. In the event of a petition 
from a State governor to add. a chemical, 
if EPA fails to act within 160 days, EPA 

must publish a final rule adding the 
chemical to the list. Therefore, EPA is 
under specific time constraints to 
evaluate petitions and to develop and 
publish an appropriate response. 


———_— 


Any person or organization 
considering development of a petition 
under section 313{e) of Title IH is 
encouraged to consult with the Agency 
at an early point in that development 


process. 

The Agency does plan to publish 
periodically the chemicals under review 
for addition to or deletion from the list. 
However, contact with the Agency— 
usually first.at the regional level—will 
help to avoid considerable work for a 
chemical already under review. 

Further, the petitioner also may want 
to consider whether it is appropriate to 
request the Agency to list a chemical for 
the purpose of requiring nationwide 
emissions reporting. 

Persons should bear in mind that there 
are potentially a very large number of 
firms subject to the annual reporting 
requirements related to the list because 
the addition of a chemical to the list 
triggers reporting nationwide by certain 
manufacturers, processors, and users of 
that chemical. For example, a person 
may want information on a ] 
that may be emitted from a local facility, 
but such chemical is not on the section 
313 emissions inventory list. If persons 
have only this purpose in mind, they are 
encouraged to check with the EPA 
Regional office or appropriate state 


agencies for more information on the 
chemical, since there may be more 
direct ways to obtain the relevant data 
than to add the chemical to the section 
313 list. 

Also, under the emergency planning 
provisions of Title UI, States are 
required to establish emergency 
response commissions and local 
emergency planning committees. 
Information relating to other toxic and 
hazardous chemicals will be reported to 
such groups by focal facilities. Once the 
groups are established petitioners are 
encouraged to check to determine if the 
desired information on the chemical of 
concern has already been or will be 
collected by such State or local 
authorities. 

Once established, the state emergency 
response commissions are urged to 
encourage citizens and organizations in 
their state to use them as a focal point 
prior to submitting the petition to EPA 
Headquarters. They are in a key 
position—if consulted early—to identify 
cases where several citizens and 
organizations are working on petitions 
for the same chemical. In addition, they 
may be able to supplement and enhance 
the petition with state information. 

In recommending a chemical for 
addition to the list, the petitioner may 
want to consider the additional factor of 
exposure potential. For example, 
available data may indicate that a 
chemical may cause an adverse chronic 
effect in humans, based on ingestion. It 
is reasonable for the petitioner to 
consider how likely residents of any 
given community would be to ingest the 
chemical as a result of a nearby 
facility's emissions of that chemical. 
EPA or state agencies may have 
information related to the general 
industrial processes and potential for 
emissions, and thus the relative 
potential for human exposure to that 
chemical. Such information could give 
the petitioner insight into whether the 
chemical would be a prime candidate 
for annual, nationwide emissions 
reporting. 

Again, persons may wish to direct 
general questions regarding chemicals to 
local, State or EPA Region authorities. 
Persons, organizations and states that 
are beginning to develop or are in the 
process of developing a specific petition 
under section 313 are encouraged to 
contact EPA regional offices or 
Headquarters. For EPA headquarters 
contact the address and telephone 
number provided under the heading of 
FOR FURTHER (NFORMATION CONTACT 
above. 


HI EPA’s Review of Petitions 


Section 313(e} requires EPA to give 
consideration to additions and deletions 
of the initial list of chemicals 
established by law. The recommended 
contents for a petition are being 
established here in the belief that the 
public interest is best served by weil- 
developed and sound technical petitions 
facilitating Agency review in an efficient 
manner, EPA’s review of petitions will 
be limited both by the information 
available and the relatively short period 
of time for review. Therefore, the 
Agency’s individual decision will be 
largely based on the quality and 
quantity of information provided by the 
petitioner. 

EPA plans to conduct its own limited 
information search on chemicals 
contained in a petition. This data search 
will be directed at public sources of 
human health and environmental data 
as well as EPA's own files of chemical 
information. The purpose of this search 
will be to verify information supplied by 
the petitioner. The “in-house” data 
search will be done to ensure that 
decisions made are consistent with 
other EPA decisions on the same 
chemical, to the extent that such 
decisions relate to the same basic 
criteria for human health and the 
environment. As discussed previously, 
EPA may in certain cases be able to 
assist a petitioner in developing a 
petition. © 

The criteria effects—cancer, for 
example—specified by the petitioner 
will be the focus of EPA's review of the 
chemical in question. EPA will not do a 
broad-based search for information on 
all criteria-related effects of the 
chemical. EPA’s decision to initiate 
rulemaking to add or delete a chemical, 
or to deny the petitioner’s request, will 
be based primarily on the evaluation of 
the chemical as it relates to the stated 
criteria effects. 


IV. Petition Contents 


A petitioner should provide the 
Agency with enough information 
concerning his or her request and as 
much credible scientific support 
documentation as can reasonably be 
developed to assist the ae = 
reviewing the petition. The following 
elements illustrate the type of 
information that would assist the 
Agency in reviewing petitions. 


A. Chemical Identification 


The key element in chemical 
identification is to provide the Agency 
with an unambiguous name that defines 
the chemical in question. For this 
reason, EPA recommends that the 
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petitioner provide a systematic chemical 
name such as the one used by the 
Chemical Abstracts Service (CAS) in 
naming and indexing chemical 
substances during the 9th Collective 
Index Period. Where available, the 
petitioner should also provide the 
corresponding CAS Registry Number, 
which is a universal identifier for 
discrete chemical substances. Both the 
CA Index Name and the CAS Registry 
Number can be obtained by searching 
the volumes of Chemical Abstracts or 
CA Index Guide, which are available in 
university and large public libraries. 

Those persons with computer 
telecommunications resources may 
obtain the required information by 
accessing such commercially available 
computer data bases as CAS ONLINE, 
CIS/SANSS, MEDLARS, DIALOG and 
other data bases that contain on-line 
chemical dictionaries. These data bases 
allow for searching by many routes 
including synonyms, name fragments, 
molecular formulas, and chemical 
structure. 

As an alternative to CA Index Names, 
the petitioner may also identify the 
chemical in question by its International 
Union of Pure and Applied Chemistry 
(IUPAC) name. The IUPAC system of 
naming chemicals is perhaps the most 
frequently used nomenclature in 
chemistry text books. If both CA Index 
Names and IUPAC names are not 
available, the petitioner should attempt 
to provide the most systematic chemical 
name available. 

Petitioners should avoid the use of a 
product trade name as the chemical 
identification. If a.trade name is the only 
identification for the chemical that the 
petitioner has available prior to 
submitting the petition, then the 
petitioner should also attempt to provide 
the CAS Registry number associated 
with that chemical. For example, the 
section 313-mandated list contains the 
pesticide Aldrin. Aldrin is a product 
trade name, not a chemical-specific 
name. However, this list entry is 
accompanied by the specific CAS 
Registry Number that provides EPA, the 
industry, and the public with a reference 
to.a more chemically specific 
identification. As supplementary 
information, EPA encourages petitioners 
to provide any known tradenames 
associated with the chemical of concern. 


B. Specific Criteria Elements 


For petitions requesting additions to 
the list, it would assist the Agency to 
know which of the section 313(d){2) 
criteria elements the chemical in 
question meets: Identifying the relevant 


criteria allows EPA to focus the petition 
review process and gives the Agency 
some direction for focusing its own data 
development efforts within the limited 
time for the review. For deletions, the 
petitioner should state that. the. chemical 
meets none of the health and 
environmental effects criteria. 

Section 313({d)(2) sets forth criteria as 
follows: 


A chemical may be added if the 
Administrator determines, in his judgment, 
that there is sufficient evidence to establish 
any one of the following: 

(A) The chemical is known to cause or can 
reasonably be anticipated to cause 
significant adverse acute human health 
effects at concentration levels that are 
reasonably likely to exist beyond facility site 
houndaries as a result of continuous, or 
frequently recurring, releases. 

(B) The chemical is known to cause or can 
reasonably be anticipated to cause in 
humans— 

(i) Cancer or teratogenic effects, or 

(ii) Serious or irreversible— 

(I) Reproductive dysfunction, 

(II) Neurological disorders, 

(II) Heritable genetic mutations, or 

(IV) Other chronic health effects. 

(C) The chemical is known to cause or can 
reasonably be anticipated to cause, because 
of— 

(i) Its toxicity 

(ii) Its toxicity and persistency in the 
environment or, 

(iii) Its toxicity and tendency to 
bioaccumulate in the environment, a 
significant adverse effect on the environment 
of sufficient seriousness, in the judgment of 
the Administrator, to warrant reporting under 
this section. 


Any person may petition the Agency 
on the basis of the first two criteria, (A) 
and (B). A state governor may petition 
the Agency on the basis of all three 
criteria, (A), (B) or (C). 


C. Rationale 


The petitioner should explain why the 
chemical in question meets (or does not 
meet) the specified criteria elements. For 
example, a petitioner may claim that a 
chemical should be listed because it 
meets the first criteria element relating 
to adverse acute human health effects. 
The rationale should explain what 
adverse acute effects could be 
anticipated and why these effects are 
“significant.” Further, it would assist the 
Agency if the petitioner stated why the 
concentration of the chemical beyond 
the facility site boundary would be 
likely to cause such adverse acute 
effects, and what that concentration is 
reasonably likely to be as a result of 
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continuous or frequently recurring 
releases. The same type of rationale 
should be provided for each criterion 
listed by the petitioner. 


D. Published Literature Citations 


For information that appears in 
published literature sources, the 
petitioner should provide EPA with a 
citation to the specific documents that 
the petitioner believes support the 
requested action. Such information 
sources could include one or more of the 
following: 

1. Textbooks on toxicology or other 
health sciences. 

2. Reference books or reports relating 
to toxic effects of chemicals, published 
by government or private sources. 

3. Regulatory documents or other 
official public notification documents, 
e.g., Federal Register notices relating to 
current regulation of the chemical, or 
other Federal, State or local government 
actions. 

4. Specific scientific journal articles, 
preferably. those articles that have 
undergone peer review. 

5. Results of data base searches. 
Several comprehensive, computer- 
accessible data bases contain abstracts 
of health or environmental studies and/ 
or provide citations to specific journal 
articles or other sources. If petitioners 
do not have specific access to such 
computer-based search services, they 
may want to start by contacting their 
local public library. The following list 
contains representative data bases and 
certain components of those data bases 
that can provide information on health 
and environmental effects of chemical 
substances: 

DIALOG (a privately maintained 
database) 

BIOSIS 

EXERPTA MEDICA 
MEDLARS (maintained by the National 

Library of Medicine) 

TOXLINE 

CANCERLINE 

HSDB Toxnet system 
CIS (Chemical Information System—a 

privately maintained data base.) 

ENVIROFATE 

AQUIRE (Aquatic Information 

Retrieval) 
RTECS (Registry of Toxic Effects of 
Chemical Substances) 

GENETOX 
CAS-ONLINE (mentioned above) 

CA-FILE 


E. Unpublished Information 


The petitioner may be aware of 
studies or documents that could support. 
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the proposed action but that EPA would 
not have immediate knowledge of, or 
access to, In such cases of unpublished 
information, the petitioner should - 
provide EPA with an actual copy of the 
document. 

Examples of unpublished information 
include: oh 

1. Company-sponsored studies. 

2: University research papers/ 
dissertations. 

3. Government-sponsored reports/ 
assessments, especially those done at 
the local and State level. 


V. Recommended Format for a Petition 


A. Summary of the Petition 


The following information laid out 
early in the petition would greatly 
expedite the review process: 

1. Name, address and telephone 
number of the petitioner, and a 
description of any. organization that 
person represents, if applicable. 

2. Actions requested, i.e., to add or 
delete. In the case of additions, which of 
the criteria in section 313(d)(2) the 
chemical or chemicals meet. 

3. A tabular summary of the specific 
chemicals, with associated Chemical 
Abstracts Service (CAS) registry 
numbers, if more than one chemical is 
involved. Organizing this summary list 
in CAS number order would also assist 
the Agency in its basic review tasks. 


B. Body of the Petition 


The body of the petition itself should 
be chemical-specific. It would be most 
helpful if the body of the petition is 
structured so that each chemical and its 
CAS number are listed at the heading of 
a paragraph or page, depending upon 
the quantity of support data supplied. 
The associated information elements 
could be presented under the following 
subheadings: 

1. The action requested, i.e.. to add or 
to delete. 

2. The specific criteria elements that 
the chemical meets. 

3. The justification or rationale, 
including a statement explaining why 
the chemical meets or does not meet the 
stated criteria elements, and a listing or 
attachment of support documentation. 


VI. Where To Send Petitions 


A petition under section 313 of Title 
Ill should be sent to the following 
address to expedite its review. 


appress: OTS Document Processing 
Center, Attn: Title fII, Section 313(e) 
Petition, U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, Office of Toxic Substances 
(TS-790), 401 M St. SW., Washington, 
DC 20460. 


VII. Paperwork Reduction Act 


The information collection provisions 
in this notice will be submitted for 
approval to the Office of Management 
and Budget (OMB) under the Paperwork 
Reduction Act of 1980, 44 U.S.C. 3501 e¢ 
seq. These provisions are not effective 
until] OMB approves them and a notice 
to that effect is published in the Federal 
Register. 

Dated: January 21, 1987. 

Lee M. Thomas, 

Administrator. 

[FR Doc. 87-2187 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6560-50-M 


FEDERAL HOME L.OAN BANK BOARD 


Acceptance of Appointment of 
Receiver; North America Savings and 
Loan Association, Santa Ana, CA 


Notice is hereby given that pursuant 
to the authority contained in section 
406(c)(1) of the National Housing Act, as 
amended, 12 U.S.C. 1729(c)(1) (1982), and 
as directed by the Federal Home Loan 
Bank Board, the Federal Savings and 
Loan Insurance Corporation on January 
23, 1987, accepted the tender of the 
Savings and Loan Commissioner for the 
State of California, pursuant to section 
8253 of the California Financial Code, of 
the appointment as receiver for North 
America Savings and Loan Association, 
Santa Ana, California for the purpose of 
liquidation. 

Dated: January 29, 1987. 

Nadine Y. Washington, 


Acting Secretary. 
[FR Doc. 87-2184 Filed 2~3-87; 8:45 am] 


BILLING CODE 6720-01-M 


Appointment of Receiver; North 
America Savings and Loan 
Association, Santa Ana, CA 


Notice is hereby given that pursuant 
to the authority contained in section 
406(c)(2) of the National Housing Act, as 
amended, 12 U.S.C. 1729(c)(2) (1982), the 
Federal Home Loan Bank Board duly 
appointed the Federal Savings and Loan 
Insurance Corporation as sole receiver 
for North America Savings and Loan 
Association, Santa Ana, California on 
January 23, 1987. 

Dated: January 29, 1987. 

Nadine Y. Washington, 

Acting Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 87-2185 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6720-01-M 


FEDERAL MARITIME COMMISSION 
[Docket No. 86-32] 


Filing of Agreements by Persons 
Subject To Shipping Act; 1916 and 
Shipping Act of 1984—Exculpatory 
Provisions in Marine Terminal 
Agreements and Leases; Availability of 
Finding of No Signficant impact 


Upon completion of an environmental 
assessment, the Federal Maritime 
Commission's Office of Special Studies 
has determined that Docket No. 86-32 
will not constitute a major Federal 
action signficantly affecting the quality 
of the human environment within the 
meaning of the National.Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969, 42 U.S.C. section 4321 
et seq., and the preparation of an 
environmental impact statement is not 
required. 

Docket 86-32 is a proceeding 
instituted to consider the possible 
necessity of promulgating a rule 
prohibiting marine terminal operators 
from including exculpatory provisions in 
agreements and leases for terminal 
facilities and services. 

The Master Contracting Stevedore 
Association of the Pacific Coast, Inc. has 
filed a Petition for Rulemaking (Petition) 
requesting that the Commission 
promulgate a rule prohibiting 
exculpatory clauses in terminal leases 
and agreements. The Commission, 
however, has determined that some 
form of evidentiary proceeding is 
necessary to develop a full factual 
record upon which a reasoned decision 
on the Petition can be made. 
Specifically, the hearing may consider 
the following issues: (1) Whether the 
practice of including exculpatory 
liability-shifting provisions in marine 
terminal leases and agreements is unjust 
and unreasonable; (2) whether the 
Commission should prohibit exculpatory 
liability-shifting provisions in marine 
terminal agreements and leases; and (3) 
whether the Commission should allow 
any exceptions to such a prohibition if a 
prohibition is found to be warranted and 
necessary. 

This Finding of No Signficant Impact 
(FONSI) will become final within 10 
days of publication of this notice in the 
Federal Register unless a petition for 
review is filed pursuant to 46 CFR 
504.6(b). 

The FONSI and related environmental 
assessment are available for inspection 
upon request from the Office of the 
Secretary, Room 11101, Federal 
Maritime Commission, Washington, DC 
20573, telephone (202) 532-5725. 





By the Commission. 
Joseph C. Polking, 
Secretary. 
[FR Doc. 87-2154 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6730-01-M 


[Ageement No.: 212-011045) 


Trans-Atlantic Revenue 
Apportionment Agreement (TARA); 
Request for Additional Information. 

Parties: Atlantic Constainter Line, 
B.V.; Gulf Container Line (GCL), B.V.; 
Compagnie Generale Maritime (CGM); 
Dart-ML Ltd.; Hapag-Loyd AG Trans; 
Freight Lines; Sea-land Service; Inc.; 
Nedlloyd Lijnen, B.V. 

Synopsis: Notice is hereby given that 
the Federal Maritime Commission 
pursuant to section 6(d)-of the Shipping 
Act of 1964-(46 U.S.C. app. 1761-1720) 
has requested additional information 
from the parties to the agreement in 
order to.complete the statutory review « 
of Agreement No. 212-011045 as 
required by the Act. This action extends 
the review period-as provided in section 
6{c) of the Act. 


By Order of the Federal Maritime 
Commission. 
Joseph C. Polking, 
Secretary. 

Dated: January 30, 1987. 
{FR Doc. 87-2153 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6730-01-M 


FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM 


Centerre 
To Engage de Novo in Nonbanking 
Activities 


The company listed in this notice has 
filed an application under § 225.23 of the 
Board's Regulation ¥ (12 CFR 225.23) for 
the Board's approval under section 
4(c){8) of the Bank Holding Company 
Act (12 U.S.C. 1843{c){8)) and § 225.21(a) 
of Regulation Y (12 CFR 225.21{a)) to 
engage, either directly or through a 
subsidiary, in anonbanking activity. 
Unless otherwise noted, such activities 
will be conducted throughout the United 
States. 

The application is available for 
immediate inspection at the Federal 
Reserve Bank indicated. Once the 
application has been accepted for 
processing, it will also be available for 
inspection at the offices of the Board of 
Governors. Interested persons may 
express their views in writing on the 
question whether consummation of the 
proposal can “reasonably be expected 
to. preduce benefits to the public, such 
as greater convenience, increased 


competition, or gains in efficiency, that 
outweight possible adverse effects, such 
as undue concentration of resources, 
decreased or unfair competition, 
conflicts of interests, or unsound 
banking practices.” Any request for a 
hearing on this question must be 
accompanied by a statement of the 
reasons a written presentation would 
not suffice in lieu of a hearing, 
identifying specifically any questions of 
fact that are in dispute, summarizing the 
evidence that would be presented at.a 
hearing, and indicating how the party 
commenting would be aggrieved by 
approval of the proposal. 

Comments regarding the application 
must be received at the Reserve Bank 
indicated or.the offices of the Board of 
Governors not later than February 19, 
1987, 

A. Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis. 
(Randall C. Sumner, Vice President) 411 
Locust Street, St. Louis, Missouri 63166: 

1, Centerre Bancorporation, St. Louis, 
Missouri; to acquire Benefit Plan 
Services, Inc., Maryland Heights, 
Missouri, and thereby engage in 
providing services with respect to 
employee benefit plans. These activities 
will be conducted in the states of 
Missouri and Illinois. 

Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System, january 29, 1987. 

James McAfee, 

Associate Secretary of the Board. 

[FR Doc. 87-2261 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6210-01-M 


CityTrust Bancorp et al.; Applications 
To Engage de Novo in Permissible 
Nonbanking Activities 


The companies listed in this notice 
have filed an application under 
§ 225.23{a)(1) of the Board’s Regulation 
Y (12 CFR 225.23{a){1)) for the Board’s 
approval under section 4{c)(8) of the 
Bank Holding Company Act (12 U.S.C. 
1843(c)(8)) and § 225.21(a) of Regulation 
Y (12 CFR 225.21(a)) to commence or to 
engage de novo, either directly or 
through a subsidiary, in a nonbanking 
activity that is listed in § 225.25 of 
Regulation Y as closely related to 
banking and permissible for bank 
holding companies. Unless otherwise 
noted, such activities will be conducted 
throughout the United States. 

Each application is available for 
immediate inspection at the Federal 
Reserve Bank indicated. Once the 
application has been accepted for 
processing, it will also be available for 
inspection at.the offices of the Board of 
Governors. Interested. persons may 
express their views in writing on the 
question whether consummation of the 
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proposal can “reasonably be expected 
to produce benefits te the public, such 
as greater convenience, increased 
competition, or gains in efficiency, that 
outweigh possible adverse effects, such 
as undue concentration of resources, 
decreased or unfair competition, 
conflicts of interests, or unsound 
banking practices.” Any request for a’ 
hearing on this question must be 
accompanied by a statement of the 
reasons a written presentation would 
not suffice in lieu of a hearing, 
identifying specifially any questions of 
fact that are in dispute, summarizing the 
evidence that would be presented ata 
hearing, and indicating how the party 
commenting would be aggrieved by 
approval of the proposal. 

Unless otherwise noted, comments 
regarding the applications must be 
received at the Reserve Bank indicated 
or the offices of the Board of Governors 
not later than February 24, 1987. 

A. Federal Reserve Bank of New York 
(William L. Rutledge, Vice President) 33 
Liberty Street, New York, New York 
10045: 

1. CityTrust Bancorp, Inc., Bridgeport, 
Connecticut, to engage through its 
subsidiary, CityTrust of New Jersey, 
Inc., Edison, New Jersey, in making, 
acquiring and servicing loans and other 
extensions of credit pursuant to 
§$ 225.25(b)(1) of the Board's Regulation 
Y. Comments regarding this application 
must be’received by February 12, 1987. 

B. Federal Reserve Bank of Atlanta 
(Robert E. Heck, Vice President) 104 
Marietta Street NW., Atlanta, Georgia 
30303: 

1. CB&T Bancshares, Inc., Columbus, 
Georgia; to engage de novo through its 
subsidiary, Calumet Investment 
Advisors, Inc., Columbus, Georgia, in 
offering investment advisory services 
for a fee to retail customers, pursuant to 
$ 225.25(b)(4) of the Board’s Regulation 


2 Federal Reserve Bank of San 
Francisco-(Harry W. Green, Vice 
President} 101 Market Street, San 
Francisco, California 94105: 

1. Fidelity Bancorp, Scottsdale, 
Arizona; to engage through a yet-to-be- 
named subsidiary, in mortgage banking. 
activities and credit card processing, 
pursuant to-§ 225.25(b){1) of the Board's 
Regulation Y: 

Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System, January 29, 1987. 

James McAfee, 

Associate Secretary of the Board. 

{FR Doc. 87-2262 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45.am] 
BILLING CODE 6210-01-M 
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Howard Bancorp et al.; Formation of; 
Acquisitions by; and Mergers of Bank 
Holding Companies , 


The companies listed in this notice 
have applied for the Board's approval 
under section 3 of the Bank Holding 
Company Act (12 U.S.C. 1842) and 
§ 225.14 of the Board’s Regulation Y (12 
CFR 225.14) to become’a bank holding 
company or to acquire a bank or bank 
holding company. The factors that are 
considered in acting on the applications 
are set forth in section 3(c) of the Act (12 
U.S.C. 1842(c)). oe 

Each application is available for 
immediate inspection at the Federal 
Reserve Bank indicated. Once the 
application has been accepted for 
processing, it will also be available for 
inspection at the offices of the Board of 
Governors. Interested persons may 
express their views in writing to the 
Reserve Bank or to the offices of the 
Board of Governors. Any comment on 
an application that requests a hearing 
must include a statement of why a 
written presentation would not suffice in 
lieu of a hearing, identifying specifically 
any questions of fact that are in dispute 
and summarizing the evidence that 
would be presented at a hearing. 

Unless otherwise noted, comments 
regarding each of these applications 
must be received not later than February 
24, 1987. 

A. Federal Reserve Bank of Boston 
(Robert M. Brady, Vice President) 600 
Atlantic Avenue, Boston, Massachusetts 
02106: 

1. Howard Bancorp, Burlington, 
Vermont; to merge with Jones Real 
Estate Company, Inc., Barre, Vermont, 
and thereby indirectly acquire Granite 
Savings Bank and Trust Company, 
Barre, Vermont. Comments on this 
application must be received by 
February 20, 1987. 

B. Federal Reserve Bank of New York 
(William L. Rutledge, Vice President) 33 
Liberty Street, New York, New York 
10045: 

-1. Solvay Bank Corporation, Solvay, 
New York; to become a bank holding 
company by acquiring 100 percent of the 
voting shares of Solvay Bank, Solvay, 
New York. 

C. Federal Reserve Bank of Atlanta 
(Robert E. Heck, Vice President) 104 
Marietta Street NW., Atlanta, Georgia 
30303: 

1. City National Bancshares, Inc., 
Miami, Florida; to become a bank 
holding company by acquiring 94 
percent of the voting shares of City 
National Bank Corporation, Miami, 
Florida, and thereby indirectly acquire 
City National Bank of Miami, Miami, 
Florida, and to acquire 94 percent of the 


voting shares of City National Bank of 
Florida, Hallandale, Florida. 

D. Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis 
(Randall C, Sumner, Vice President) 411 
Locust Street, St. Louis, Missouri 63166: 

1. Benton Bancorp, Inc., Benton, 
Kentucky; to acquire at least 67 percent 
of the voting shares of Calvert Bank, 
Calvert City, Kentucky. 

E. Federal Reserve Bank of Dallas (W. 
Authur Tribble, Vice President) 400 
South Akard Street, Dallas, Texas 75222: 

1. Greenville Bancshares, 
Corporation, Greenville, Texas; to 
become a bank holding company by 
acquiring 100 percent of the voting 
shares of American National Bank of 
Greenville, Greenville, Texas. 

Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System, January 29, 1987. 

James McAfee, 

Associate Secretary of the Board. 

[FR Doc. 87-2259 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6210-01-M 


Security Pacific Corp.; Acquisition of 
Company Engaged in Permissible 
Nonbanking Activities 


The organization listed in this notice 
has applied under § 225.23 (a)(2) or (f) of 
the Board’s Regulation Y (12 CFR 225.23 
(a)(2) or (f)) for the Board’s approval 
under section 4(c)(8) of the Bank 
Holding Company Act (12 U.S.C. 
1843(c)(8)) and § 225.21(a) of Regulation 
Y (12 CFR 225.21(a)) to acquire or 
control voting securities or assets of a 
company engaged in a nonbanking 
activity that.is listed in §-225.25 
Regulation Y as closely related to 
banking and permissible for bank 
holding companies. Unless otherwise 
noted, such activities will be conducted 
throughout the United States. 

The application is available for 
immediate inspection at the Federal 
Reserve Bank indicated. Once the 
application has been accepted for 
processing, it will also be available for 
inspection at the offices of the Board of 
Governors. Interested persons may 
express their views in writing on the 
question whether consummation of the 
proposal can “reasonably be expected 
to produce benefits to the public, such 
as greater convenience, increased 
competition, or gains in efficiency, that 
outweigh possible adverse effects, such 
as undue concentration of resources, 
decreased or unfair competition, 
conflicts of interest, or unsound banking 
practices.” Any request for a hearing on 
this question must be accompanied by a 
statement of the reasons a written 
presentation would not suffice in lieu of 
a hearing, identifying specifically any 
questions of fact that are’in dispute, 
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summarizing the evidence that would be 
presented at a hearing, and indicating 
how the party commenting would be 
aggrieved by approval of the proposal. 

Comments regarding the application 
must be received at the Reserve Bank 
indicated or the offices of the Board of 
Governors not later than February 19, 
1987, 

A. Federal Reserve Bank of San 
Francisco (Harry W. Green, Vice 
President) 101 Market Street, San 
Francisco, California 94105: 

1. Security Pacific Corporation, Los 
Angeles, California; to acquire Atlas 
Thrift of Nevada, Las Vegas, Nevada, 
and thereby engage in making, acquiring 
or servicing loans or other extensions of 
credit pursuant to § 225.25(b)(1) of Ithe 
Board's Regulation Y. 

Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System, January 29, 1987. 

James McAfee, 

Associate Secretary of the Board. 

[FR Doc. 87-2260 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 6210-01-M 


Clinton Bank & Trust Company 
Employee Ownership Stock Bonus 
Trust et al.; Acquisitions of Shares of 
Banks or Bank Holding Companies; 
Change in Bank Control 


The notificants listed below have 
applied under the Change in Bank 
Control Act (12 U.S.C. 1817(j)) and 
§225.41 of the Board's Regulation Y (12 
CFR 225.41) to acquire a bank or bank 
holding company. The factors that are 
considered in acting on the notices are 
set forth in paragraph 7 of the Act (12 
U.S.C. 1817(j)(7)). 

The notices are available for 
immediate inspection at the Federal 
Reserve Bank indicated. Once the 
notices have been accepted for 
processing, they will also be available 
for inspection at the offices of the Board 
of Governors. Interested persons may 
express their views in writing to the 
Reserve Bank indicated for that notice 
or to the offices of the Board of 
Governors. Comments must be received 
not later than February 19, 1987. 

A. Federal Reserve Bank of Atlanta 
(Robert-E. Heck, Vice President). 104 
Marietta Street; NW., Atlanta, Georgia 
30303: 

1. Clinton Bank & Trust Company 
Employee Stock Ownership Stock Bonus 
Trust, Clinton, Louisiana; to acquire 
22.61 percent of the voting shares of 
Clinton Bancshares, Inc., Clinton, 
Louisiana, and thereby indirectly 
acquire Clinton Bank and Trust 
Company, Clinton, Louisiana. 





B. Federal Reserve Bank of Chicago — 
(David S. Epstein, Assistant Vice 
President) 230 South LaSalle Street, 
Chicago, Illinois 60690: 

1. Samuel C. Johnson, Racine, 

~ Wisconsin; to acquire 16.10 percent of 
the voting shares of Heritage Racine 
Corporation, Racine, Wisconsin, and 
thereby indirectly acquire American 
State Bank, Kenosha, Wisconsin, and 
Heritage Bank & Trust, Wind Point, 
Wisconsin. 

2. Frank A. Thomas, Greenwood, 
Wisconsin; to acquire 99.94 percent of 
the voting shares of North Holding 
Company, Inc., Neillsville, Wisconsin, 
and thereby indirectly acquire 
Neillsville Bank of Neillsville, 
Wisconsin. 

C. Federal Reserve Bank of 
Minneapolis (James M. Lyon, Vice 
President) 250 Marquette Avenue, 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55480: 

1. Mr. John Vucurevich, Rapid City, 
South Dakota; to acquire up to an 
additional 20 percent of the voting 
shares of Northern Plains Bancshares, 
Inc., Fargo, North Dakota, and thereby 

‘indirectly acquire First Interstate Bank 
of Fargo, National Association; Fargo, 
North Dakota. 

D. Federal Reserve Bank of Kansas 
City [Thomas M. Hoenig, Vice President) 
925 Grand Avenue, Kansas City, 
Missouri 64198: 

1. Browne & Browne.Partners, 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma; to acquire 
12.5 percent of the voting shares of 
Union Bancorporation, Inc.; Oklahoma 
City, Oklahoma, and thereby indirectly 
acquire Union Bank and Trust Company, 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma. 

2. Philip S. Burek, Alan D. Clark. 
Douglass C. Cogswell, Winton W, 
Cogswell, Internal Medicine Associates 
Employee Profit Sharing Trust 
(Lawrence P. Donahue}, John A. Marta, 
Ronald C. Ness Profit Sharing Plan, Lee 
Pittle, Gary R. Swanson, Richard 
Walker, Internal Medicine Associates 
Employee Profit Sharing Trust (William 
J. Weller), and William J. Weller, M.D., 
all of Colorado Springs; Raymond D. 
Kandt, Shawnee Mission, Kansas, and 
Larry D. Shoemaker, Monument, 
Colorado; to acquire 50 percent of the 
voting shares of State Bank and Trust of 
Colorado Springs, Colorado Springs, 
Colorado. 

3. Herschel Pickett and Eunice 
Pickett, Parker, Colorado; to acquire 6.66 
percent of the voting shares of Parker 
Bancshares, Inc., Parker, Colorado. 

E. Federal Reserve Bank of Dallas— 
(W. Arthur Tribble, Vice President) 400 
South Akard Street, Dallas, Texas 75222: 


1. Noel S. Bailey, L. W. Bassett, Jr., 
and Aaran Blankenship; to acquire 78 
percent of the voting shares of Entex 
Bancshares, Inc., Enloe, Texas. 


2. Tallulah Bancshares, Inc. Employee 
Stock Ownership—Stock Bonus Trust, 
to acquire 23.45 percent of the voting 
shares of Tallulah Bancshares, Inc., 
Tallulah, Louisiana. 


Board:of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System, January 29, 1987. 


James McAfee, — 
Associate Secretary of the Board. 


[FR Doe. 87-2258 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 a.m.} 
BILLING CODE 6210-01-M 


Society for Savings Bancorp, inc.; 
Formation of, Acquisition by, or 
Merger of Bank Holding 

and Acquisition of Nonbanking 
Company 


The company listed in this notice has 
applied under § 225.14 of the Board's 
Regulation Y {12 CFR 225.14) for the 
Board's approval under section 3 of the 
Bank Holding Company Act (12 U.S.C. 
1842) to become a bank holding 
company or to acquire voting securities 
of a bank or bank holding company. The 
listed company has also applied under 
§ 225.23(a)(2) of Regulation Y (12 CFR 
§ 225.23(a)}{2)} for the Board's approval 
under section 4{c){8) of the Bank 
Holding Company Act {12 U.S.C. 
1843({c}(8)) and § 225.21{a) of Regulation 
Y (12:CFR 225.21{a)) to acquire or 
control voting securities or assets of a 
company engaged in a nonbanking 
activity that is listed in § 225.25 of 
Regulation Y as closely related to 
banking and permissible for bank 
holding companies, or to engage in such 
an activity. Unless otherwise noted, 
these activities will be conducted 
throughout the United States. 

The application is available for 
immediate inspection at the Federal 
Reserve Bank indicated. Once the 
application has been accepted for 
processing, it will also be available for 
inspection at the offices of the Board of 
Governors. Interested persons may 
express their views in writing on the 
question whether consummation of the 
proposal can “reasonably be expected 
to produce benefits to the public, such 
as greater convenience, increased 
competition, or gains in efficiency, that 
outweigh possible adverse effects, such 
as undue concentration of resources, 
decreased or unfair competition, 
conflicts of interests, or unsound 
banking practices.” Any request for a 
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hearing on this question must be 
accompanied by a statement of the 
reasons a written presentation would 
not-suffice in lieu of a hearing, 
identifying specifically any questions of 
fact that are in dispute, summarizing the 
evidence that would be presented at a 
hearing, and indicating how the party 
commenting would be aggrieved by 
approval of the proposal. 

Comments regarding the application 
must be received at the Reserve Bank 
indicated or the offices of the Board of 
Governors not later than March 6, 1987. 

A. Federal Reserve Bank of Boston 
(Robert M. Brady, Vice President) 600 
Atlantic Avenue, Boston, Massachusetts 
02106: 

1. Society for Savings Bancorp, Inc., 
Hartford, Connecticut; to become a bank 
holding company by acquiring 100 
percent of the voting shares of Society 
for Savings, Hartford, Connecticut. 

In connection with this application, 
Applicant also proposes to acquire 
Society Mortgage Corporation, 
Wethersfield, Connecticut, and thereby 
engage in mortgage banking activities 
pursuant to § 225.25(b)(1).ahd acting as 
agent for the sale of home mortgage 
redemption insurance pursuant to 
§ 225.25{b)(8) of the Board's Regulation 
Y. Applicant also proposes to acquire 
Financing for Science and Technology, 
Hartford, Connecticut; and thereby 
engage in leasing of capital equipment of 
the type used in the health care and 
research and development industry 
pursuant to § 225.25(b)(5) of the Board's 
Regulation Y; and to acquire Fidelity 
Acceptance Corporation, Minneapolis, 
Minnesota, and thereby engage ‘in 
purchasing and servicing retail 
installment sales contracts and engage 
in consumer lending pursuant to 
§ 225.25(b){1); acting as underwriter and 
agent for the sale of credit related 
insurance, including home mortgage 
redemption insurance, pursuant to 
§ 225.25(b){8) of the Board's Regulation 
Y. Applicant also proposes to engage 
through Society for Savings in collecting 
premiums and paying benefits on whole 
life insurance pursuant to 
§ 225.22(d)(2){ii) of the Board's 
Regulation Y. 


Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System, January 29, 1987. 
James McAfee, 


Associate Secretary of the Board. 
{FR Doc: 87-2257 Filed 2~3-87; 8:45 am] 


BILLING CODE 6210-01-M 
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 


GENERAL SERVICES 
ADMINISTRATION 


National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration 


Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR); 
Information Collection Under OMB 
Review 


AGENCIES: Department of Defense 
(DOD), General Services Administration 
(GSA), and National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration (NASA). 

ACTION: Notice. 


SUMMARY: Under the provisions of the 


Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980 (44 
U.S.C. Chapter 35), the Federal 
Acquisition Regulation (FAR) 
Secretariat has submitted to the Office 
of Management and Budget (OMB) a 
request to review and approve an 
extension of a currently approved 
information collection. 

ADDRESS: Send comments to Franklin S. 
Reeder, FAR Desk Officer, Room 3235, 
NEOB, Washington, DC 20503. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mr. C.W. Mathews, Office of Federal 
Acquisition and Regulatory Policy (202) 
523-3856. 

SUPPLEMENTARY iNFORMATION: 

a. Purpose: Two-step sealed bidding is 
a method of contracting designed to 
obtain the benefits of Sealed Bidding 
when adequate specifications are not 
available. An objective is to permit the 
development of a sufficiently descriptive 
and not unduly restrictive statement of 
the Government's requirements, 
including an adequate technical data 
package, so that subsequent acquisitions 
may be made by conventional sealed 
bidding. This method is especially useful 
in acquisitions requiring technical 
proposals, particularly those for 
complex items. It is conducted in two 
steps. 

(a) Step one consists of the request 
for, submission, evaluation, and (if 
necessary) discussion of a technical 
proposal. No pricing is involved. The 
objective is to determine the 
acceptability of the supplies or services 
offered. As used in this context, the 
word “technical” has a broad 
connotation and includes, among other 
things, the engineering approach, special 
manufacturing processes, and special 
testing techniques. It is the proper step 
for clarification of questions relating to 
technical requirements. 

(b) Step two involves the submission 
of sealed priced bids by those who 
submitted acceptable technical 
proposals in step one. Bids submitted in 
step two are evaluated and the awards 


made in accordance with Subparts 14.3 
and 14.4. 

b. Annual reporting burden: The 
annual reporting burden is estimated as 
follows: Respondents, 3,225; responses 
per respondent, 1; tota] annual 
responses, 3,225; hours per response, 8; 
and total burden hours, 25,800. 

Obtaining Copies of Proposals: 
Requesters may obtain copies from the 
FAR Secretariat (VRS), Room 4041, GSA 
Building, Washington, DC 20405, 
telephone (202) 523-4755. Please cite 
OMB Control No. 9000-0041, Technical 
Proposal—2-Step. 

Dated: January 23, 1987. 

Margaret A. Willis, 

FAR Secretariat. 

[FR Doc. 87-2199 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6820-61-M 


Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR); 
Information Collection Under OMB 
Review 


AGENCIES: Department of Defense 
(DOD), General Services Administration 
(GSA), and National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration (NASA). 


ACTION: Notice. 


summary: Under the provisions of the 
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980 (44 
U.S.C. Chapter 35), the Federal 
Acquisition Regulation (FAR) 
Secretariat has submitted to the Office 
of Management and Budget (OMB) a 
request to review and approve an 
extension of a currently approved 
information collection. 


ADDRESS: Send comments to Franklin S. 
Reeder, FAR Desk Officer, Room 3235, 
NEOB, Washington, DC 20503. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Ms. Linda Klein, Office of Federal 
Acquisition and Regulatory Policy (202) 
523-3775. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: a. 
Purpose: When it is in the best interest 
of the Government and when supplies 
and services are required by a 
Government contract, contracting 
officers may authorize contractors to 
use Government supply sources in 
performing certain contracts. 
Contractors placing orders under 
Federal Supply Schedules or Personal ~ 
Property Rehabilitation Price Schedules 
must follow the terms of the applicable 
schedule. To place orders, firms will 
submit the initial FEDSTRIP or 
MILSTRIP requisitions or the Optional 
Form 347, a copy of the authorization to 
order, and a statement-regarding 
authorization to the firm holding the 
schedule contract. 


BEST COPY AVAILABLE 
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b. Annual reporting burder: The 
annual reporting burden is estimated as 
follows: Respondents, 300; responses per 
respondent, 7; total annual responses 
2100; hours per response, .25; and total 
burden hours, 525, 

Obtaining copies of proposals: 
Requesters may obtain copies from the 
FAR Secretariat (VRS), Room 4041, GSA 
Building, Washington, DC 20405, 
telephone (202) 523-4755. Please cite 
OMB Control No. 9000-0031, Contractor 
Use of Government Supply Sources. 


Dates: January 23, 1987. 
Margaret A. Willis, 
FAR Secretariat. 
[FR Doc, 87-2200 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6820-61-M 


Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR); 
Information Collection Under OMB 
Review 


AGENCIES: Department of Defense 
(DOD), General Services Administration 
(GSA), and National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration (NASA). 


ACTION: Notice. 


SUMMARY: Under the provisions of the 
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980 (44 
U.S.C. Chapter 35), the Federal 
Acquisition Regulation (FAR) 
Secretariat has submitted to the Office 
of Management and Budget (OMB) a 
request to review and approve an 
extension of a currently approved 
information collection. 


ADDRESS: Send comments to Franklin S. 
Reeder, FAR Desk Officer, Room 3235, 
NEOB, Washington, DC 20503. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Ms. Linda Klein, Office of Federal 
Acquisition and Regulatory Policy, (202) 
523-3775. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: a. 
Purpose: If it is in the best interest of the 
Government, the contracting officer may 
authorize cost-reimbursement 
contractors to obtain, for official 
purposes only, interagency motor pool 
vehicles and related services. 
Contractor's requests for vehicles must 
contain two copies of the-agency 
authorization, the number of vehicles 
and related services required and period 
of use, a list of employees who are 
authorized to request the vehicles,.a 
listing of equipment authorized to be 
serviced, and billing instructions and 
address. 

b. Annual reporting burden: The 
annual reporting burden is estimated as 
follows: Respondents, 70; responses per 
respondent, 2; total annual responses 
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140; hours per response, .5; and total 
burden hours, 70. 

Obtaining copies of proposals: 
Requesters.may obtain copies from the 
FAR Secretariat (VRS), Room 4041, GSA 
Building, Washington, DC 20405, 
telephone (202) 523-4755. Please cite 
OMB Control No. 9000-0032, Contractor 
Use of Interagency Motor Pool Vehicles. 


Dated: January 21, 1987. 
Margaret A. Willis, 
FAR Secretariat. 
[FR Doc. 87-2201 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6820-61-M 


Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR); 
Information Coliection Under OMB 
Review 


AGENCIES: Department of Defense 
(DOD), General Services Administration 
(GSA), and National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration (NASA). 


ACTION: Notice. 


sumMaARY: Under the provisions of the 
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980 (44 
U.S.C. Chapter 35), the Federal 
Acquisition Regulation (FAR) 
Secretariat has submitted to the Office 
of Management and Budget (OMB) a 
request to review and approve an 
extension of a currently approved 
information collection. 


ADDRESS: Send comments to Franklin S. 
Reeder, FAR Desk Officer, Room 3235, 
NEOB, Washington, DC 20503. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mr. C.W. Mathews, Office of Federal 
Acquisition and Regulatory Policy (202) 
523-3856. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

a. Purpose: It is the policy of the 
Government to dispose of Bid samples 
received in response to a solicitation in 
the manner requested by the bidder. The 
information received from the bidder 
permits the contracting office to dispose 
of the bid samples as requested by the 
bidder. 

b. Annual reporting burden: The 
annual reporting burden is estimated as 
follows: Respondents, 2,663; responses 
per respondent, 3; total annual 
responses, 7,989; hours per response, 
.167; and total burden hours, 1,334. 

Obtaining copies of proposals: 
Requesters may obtain copies from the 
FAR Secretariat (VRS), Room 4041, GSA 
Building, Washington, DC 20405, 
telephone (202) 523-4755. Please cite 
OMB Control No. 9000-0040, Bid Sample 
Disposition Instructions. 


Dated: January 23, 1987. 
Margaret A. Willis, 
FAR Secretariat. 
[FR Doc. 87-2202 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6820-61-M 


Federal Acquisition Regulations (FAR); 
Information Collection Under OMB 
Review 


AGENCIES: Department of Defense 
(DOD), General Services Administration 
(GSA), and National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration (NASA). 


ACTION: Notice. 


summary: Under the provisions of the 
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980 (44 
U.S.C. Chapter 35), the Federal 
Acquisition Regulation (FAR) 
Secretariat has submitted to the Office 
of Management and Budget (OMB) a 
request to review and approve an 
extension of a currently approved 
information collection. 


aAvpresSs: Send comments to Franklin S. 
Reeder, FAR Desk Officer, Room 3235, 
NEOB, Washington, DC 20503. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Ms. Linda Klein, Office of Federal 
Acquisition and Regulatory Policy (202) 
523-3775. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

a. Purpose: When the Government 
purchases supplies that are new to the 
supply system, nonstandard, or 
modifications of previously shipped 
items, and different freight 
classifications may apply, offerors are 
requested to indicate the full Uniform 
Freight Classification or National Motor 
Freight Classification. 

b. Annual reporting burden: The 
annual reporting burden is estimated as 
follows: Respondents, 2,640; responses 
per respondent, 3; total annual 
responses 7,920; hours per response, 
.167; and total burden hours, 1,323. 

Obtaining Copies of Proposals: 
Requesters may obtain copies from the 
FAR Secretariat (VRS), Room 4041, GSA 
Building, Washington, DC 20405, 
telephone (202) 523-4755. Please cite 
OMB Control No. 9000-0055, Freight 
Classification Description. 


Dated: January 21, 1987. 


Margaret 'A. Willis, 

FAR Secretariat. 

[FR Doc. 87-2203 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6820-61-M 
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Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR); 
information Collection Under OMB 
Review 


AGENCIES: Department of Defense 
(DOD), General Services Administration 
(GSA), and‘National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration (NASA). 


ACTION: Notice. 


SUMMARY: Under the provisions of the 
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980 (44 
U.S.C. Chapter 35), the Federal 
Acquisition Regulation (FAR) 
Secretariat has submitted to the Office 
of Management and Budget (OMB) a 
request-to review and approve an 
extension of a currently approved 
information collection. 


ADDRESS: Send comments to Franklin S. 
Reeder, FAR Desk Officer, Room 3235, 
NEOB, Washington, DC 20503. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Ms. Linda Klein, Office of Federal 
Acquisition and Regulatory Policy (202) 
523-3775. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

a. Purpose: It is the Government's 
policy to try to resolve all contractual 
issues by mutual agreement at the 
contracting officer's level without 
litigation. Contractor's claims must be 
submitted in writing to the contracting 
officer for a decision. Claims exceeding 
$50,000 must be accompanied by a 
certification that (1) the claim is made in 
good faith; (2) supporting data are 
accurate and complete; and (3) the 
amount requested accurately reflects the 
contract adjustment for which the 
contractor believes the Government is 
liable. Contractors may appeal the 
Contracting Officer’s decision by 
submitting written appeals to the 
appropriate officials. 

b. Annual reporting burden: The 
annual reporting burden is estimated as 
follows: Respondents, 7,500 responses 
per respondent, 20; total annual 
responses 150,000; hours per response, 1; 
and total burden hours, 150,000. 

Obtaining copies of proposals: 
Requesters may obtain copies from the 
FAR Secretariat (VRS), Room 4041, GSA 
Building, Washington, DC 20405, 
telephone (202) 523-4755. Please cite 
OMB Control No. 9000-0035, Claims and 
Appeals. 


Dated: January 23, 1987. 
Margaret A. Willis, 
FAR Secretariat. 
[FR Doc. 87-2204 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6820-61-M 
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Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR); 
Information Collection Under OMB 
Review 


AGENCIES: Department of Defense 
(DOD), General Services Administration 
(GSA), and National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration (NASA). 


ACTION: Notice. 


SUMMARY: Under the provisions of the 
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980 (44 
U.S.C. Chapter 35), the Federal 
Acquisition Regulation (FAR) 
Secretariat has submitted to the Office 
of Management and Budget (OMB) a 
request to review and approve an 
extension of a currently approved 
information collection. 


AppresSs: Send comments to Franklin S. 
Reeder, FAR Desk Officer, Room 3235, 
NEOB, Washington,.DC 20503. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Ms. Linda Klein, Office of Federal 
Acquisition and Regulatory Policy (202) 
523-3775. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


a. Purpose: Offers submitted. in 
response to Government solicitations 
must be evaluated and awards made on 
the basis of the lowest laid down cost to 
the Government at the overseas port of 
discharge, via methods and ports 
compatible with required delivery dates 
and conditions affecting transportation 
known at the time of evaluation. Offers 
are evaluated on the basis of shipment 
through the port resulting in the lowest 
cost to the Government. This provision 
collects information regarding the 
vendois preference for delivery ports. 

b. Annual reporting burden: The 
annual reporting burden is estimated as 
follows: Respondents, 100; responses per 
respondent, 4, total annual responses 
400; hours per response, .25; and total 
burden hours, 100. 

Obtaining copies of proposals: 
Requesters may obtain copies from the 
FAR Secretariat (VRS), Room 4041, GSA 
Building, Washington, DC 20405, 
telephone (202) 523-4755. Please cite 
OMB Control No. 9000-0057, Evaluation 
of Export Offers. 

Dated: January 21, 1987. 

Margaret A. Willis, 

FAR Secretariat. 

[FR Doc. 87-2205 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
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Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR); 
Information Collection Under OMB 
Review 


AGENCIES: Department of Defense 
(DOD), General Services Administration 


(GSA), and National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration (NASA). 
ACTION: Notice. oa 


SUMMARY: Under the provisions of the 
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980 (44 
U.S.C. Chapter 35), the Federal 
Acquisition Regulation (FAR) 
Secretariat has submitted to the Office 
of Management and Budget (OMB) a 
request to review and approve an 
extension of a currently approved 
information collection. 

ADDRESS: Send comments to Franklin S. 
Reeder, FAR Desk Officer, Room 3235, 
NEOB, Washington, DC 20503. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mr. C.W. Mathe:.’*, Office of Federal 
Acquisition and Xesulatory Policy (202) 
523-3856. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: a. 
Purpose: There are instances when the 
Government is unable to award a 
contract within the acceptance period 
established in the solicitation due to 
unforeseen complications. Rather than 
incur the costly expense of resoliciting 
offers, the Government requests the 
offerors to establish a longer acceptance 
period than the minimum acceptance 
period established by the Government in 
the solicitation. 

b. Annual reporting burden: The 
annual reporting burden is estimated as 
follows: Respondents, 3,220; responses 
per respondent, 40; total annual 
responses, 128,800; hours per response, 
.017; and total burden hours, 2,190. 

Obtaining copies of proposals: 
Requesters may obtain copies from the 
FAR Secretariat (VRS), Room 4041, GSA 
Building, Washington, DC 20405, 
telephone (202) 523-4755. Please cite 
OMB Control No. 9000-0044, Bid/Offer 
Acceptance. 

Dated: January 23, 1987. 

Margaret A. Willis, 

FAR Secretariat. 

[FR Doc. 87-2220 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6820-61-M 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND 
HUMAN SERVICES 


Centers for Disease Control 


Cooperative Agreements for State- 
Based Diabetes Control Programs; 

Availability of Funds for Fiscal Year 
1987 


Introduction 


The Centers for Disease Control 
(CDC) announces the availability of 
funds in Fiscal Year 1987 for competitive 
applications for cooperative agreements 
for the development of comprehensive 


3489 


State-Based: Diabetes Control Programs 
which address the prevention of 
blindness due‘to diabetes, adverse 
outcomes of pregnancy among diabetic 
women, lower extremity amputations 
due to diabetes, coexisting diabetes and 
hypertension, and the integration of 
these efforts into the health care 
delivery system. 


Authority 


This cooperative agreement is 
authorized by section 301(a) [42 U.S.C. 
241(a)] of the Public Health Service Act, 
as amended. The Catalog of Federal 
Domestic Assistance Number is 13.988. 


Eligible Applicants 


Eligible applicants for this program 
are official State public health agencies, 
including the District of Columbia, the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the 
Virgin Islands, Guam, the Northern 
Mariana Islands, American Samoa, the 
Federated States of Micronesia, the 
Republic of the Marshall Islands, and 
the Republic of Palau. 


Program Objectives/Purpose 


The purpose of this cooperative 
agreement program is to implement 
comprehensive programs which will 
ensure that persons with diabetes who 
are at high risk for certain complications 
of diabetes are identified, entered into 
the health care system, and receive 
ongoing state-of-the-art preventive care 
and treatment. Persons with diabetes 
are an identifiable population with high 
rates of morbidity and premature 
mortality, and they have a high risk of 
diabetes-related complications, such as 
hypertension. A substantial proportion 
of morbidity and premature mortality 
among persons with diabetes can be 
prevented if existing technologies are 
fully utilized. 

Applicants approved to receive 
assistance under this cooperative 
agreement program will develop 
comprehensive diabetes control 
programs designed to reduce morbidity 
and premature mortality among persons 
with diabetes through activities 
designed to impact on the health care 
system. In addition, programs will 
concurrently develop and/or maintain 
and refine the core capacity to integrate 
these complication-specific elements 
into a comprehensive package, and to 
integrate this package into the health 
care delivery system for persons with 
diabetes. These programs will include 
complication-specific elements for the .. 
prevention of visual loss due to diabetes 
and the prevention of at least two of 
three other major complication areas 
associated with diabetes which are 





described below: Emphasis should be 
placed on improving the delivery of 


health care and ensuring that persons 
with diabetes have access to 


comprehensive state-of-the-art care. It is _ 


anticipated that programs will develop 
the core capacity to address additional 
complication-specific areas, and will 
phase in these elements. 

Diabetic eye disease (REQUIRED 
COMPLICATION-SPECIFIC PROGRAM 
ELEMENT): Diabetes is the leading 
cause of legal blindness in adults under 
the age of 65 in the United States. It is 
estimated that 5,800 persons with 
diabetes become blind each year, 
however 60 percent of this blindness 
could be prevented by the application of 
current knowledge. Control strategies 
should be focused initially upon persons 
at high risk of blindness due to diabetes. 
Those at high risk are post-pubertal 
persons who have not been examined 
by sensitive diagnostic techniques 
during the past year, and who have 
Type I diabetes (Insulin Dependent 
Diabetes Mellitus) of five years duration 
or who have Type II (Non-Insulin 
Dependent Diabetes Mellitus) diabetes. 

At least two program elements from 
among those described below as 
Optional Complication-Specific Program 
Elements MUST ALSO BE CHOSEN. It 
is expected that the program element 
not chosen at this time will be integrated 
into the program as soon as possible. 

Adverse Outcomes of Pregnancy 
(OPTIONAL COMPLICATION- 
SPECIFIC PROGRAM ELEMENT): Each 
year approximately 10,000 to 15,000 
infants are born fo women with overt 
diabetes in the United States. Compared 
to the offspring of women without 
diabetes, these infants are at increased 
risk for macrosomia, hypoglycemia, 
respiratory distress syndrome, and 
major congenital malformations. They 
also have increased rates of fetal and 
neonatal mortality. Recent studies 
suggest that increased rates of major 
congenital anomalies can be reduced to 
rates experienced by the offspring of 
women without diabetes. All women of 
childbearing age with diabetes, 
generally between the ages of 15 and 44, 
are considered at risk for adverse 
outcomes of pregnancy. 

Lower Extremity Amputations 
Associated with Diabetes {OPTIONAL 
COMPLICATION-SPECIFIC PROGRAM 
ELEMENT): Annually, there are an 
estimated 40,000 lower extremity 
amputations among persons with 
diabetes. It is estimated that 50 percent 
of these amputations can be prevented 
by improving health care practices and 
reducing risk factors for amputation: 
The populations at high risk-for 
amputation are persons with previous 


amputations, persons with previous 
ulcers or foot deformities, persons 40 
years of age or older with diabetes, and 
persons with diabetes of 10 or more 
years duration. 

Diabetes and Hypertension 
(OPTIONAL COMPLICATION- 
SPECIFIC PROGRAM ELEMENT}: Of 
the 5.5 million persons estimated to have 
diabetes in the United States, 
approximately 45 percent (2.5 million) 
are estimated to also have hypertension. 
This is approximately twice the rate 
found in the general population. 
Hypertension contributes to the 85,000 
cases of coronary artery disease, 40,000 
amputations, 23,000 cerebrovascular 
accidents, 5,800 cases of blindness, and 
4,000 cases of end-stage renal disease 
which occur annually among persons 
with diabetes. Only about half the 
persons with beth conditions have their 
hypertension under control. Programs 
should target all persons with diabetes 
since 45 percent either have or will 
develop hypertension. 

Cooperative Activities 
1. Recipient Activities 

a. For the development and/or 
maintenance and refinement of core 
capacity: 

(1) Develop and/or maintain, and 
refine a system to ensure that needs and 
problems of persons with diabetes will 
be identified and assessed. 

(2) Develop and/or maintain, and 
refine a program advisory group, and 
perform consensus-building activities. 

(3) Develop and/or maintain, and 
refine a statewide plan for diabetes 
control which will integrate 
complication-specific program elements 
and future program elements into a 
comprehensive system of care for 
persons with diabetes. 

b. For each complication-specific 
program element to be undertaken: 

(1) Identify a/the high risk group 
within the target population. 

(2) Identify available diagnostic, 
treatment, and education resources 
within the target population. 

(3) Describe current patterns of care 
within the target population, with 
attention to primary care sources. 

(4) Define and coordinate the 
activities of State agencies and other 
groups participating in the project, such 
as professional and volunteer 
organizations and third-party payers. 

(5) Ensure that necessary referral and 
followup systems are in place which will 
assure that patients are treated through 
non-project resources, and integrated 
into the available health care delivery 
system. 
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(6) Ensure that complication-spécific: - 
quality patient education components 
are provided to high-risk patients, and : 
are included in the general diabetes 
patient education available for persons 
with diabetes. _ 

(7) Ensure that relevant complication- 
specific professional education is 
provided to appropriate health care .. 

providers. 

(8] Develop measurable morbidity- 
reduction and process objectives. 

(9) Develop a system to monitor and 
document the impact of the program on 
the health care delivery system and 
health status of persons with diabetes 
and on the high risk/target populations. 

c. In addition, for the required 
program element dealing with the 
prevention of visual loss due to 
diabetes: 

(1) Ensure that high-risk patients are 
examined by sensitive diagnostic 
techniques. (Clinical examination 
through undilated pupils is not adequate 
to diagnose proliferative diabetic 
retinopathy.) Acceptable techniques to 
diagnose diabetic retinopathy include 
(in priority order}: 

(a) Examination by general 
ophthalmologists or retinal specialists. 

(b) Examination by other health-care 
professionals such as optometrists, who 
have demonstrated the ability to 
perform sensitive diagnostic 
examinations. 

(c) Fundus photography using 
standard fundus cameras. 

(d) Fundus photography using “non- 
mydriatic” cameras. 

(2} Ensure that examinations as 
described above also include acuity 
testing, tonometry, assessment of lens 
opacity, and blood pressure 
measurement. 

(3) Ensure that the monitoring system 
to be developed will include data 
sufficient for measuring program impact 
and for tracking program objectives: 

d. In addition, for the prevention of 
adverse outcomes of pregnancy, if this is 
one of the optiona/ program elements 
chosen: 

(1) Ensure that prepregnancy 
management and counseling is provided 
to diabetic women of childbearing age 
(15-44) in the target population, with 
particular attention to their need to 
normalize blood glucose levels prior to 
conception and throughout gestation. 

(2) Ensure that pregnant diabetic 
women are managed as high-risk 
pregnant patients. 

(3) Ensure that the monitoring system 
to be developed will include data _ 
sufficient for measuring-program impact 
and for tracking program objectives. 





Federal. Register: / Vol. 52, No. 23 / Wednesday, February 4; 1987 / Notices 


e. In addition, for the prevention of 
lower extremity amputations, if this is 
one of the optional program elements 
chosen: 

(1) Ensure that a system is established 
whereby high risk persons with diabetes 
in the target population have their feet 
examined during each visit to a primary 
care practitioner; with such 
examinations no less than annually in 
all risk groups. ; 

(2) Ensure that persons with diabetes 
and foot complications have access to 
appropriate examination, diagnosis, and 
therapy. 

(3) Ensure that the complication- 
specific patient education to be 
provided (in addition to principles of 
foot care, skin care, hygiene, and other 
components of quality diabetes 
education) also includes sections on 
smoking cessation, blood pressure 
control, and strategies to lower 
cholesterol. 

(4) Ensure that the monitoring system 
to be developed will include data 
sufficient for measuring program impact 
and for tracking program objectives. 

f. In addition, for the management of 
hypertension among persons with 
diabetes, if this is one of the optional 
program elements chosen: 

(1) Ensure that the blood pressure of 
persons with diabetes is measured at 
each visit to a primary care provider, 
with.such measurement no less than 
annually, and that hypertension is 
detected, evaluated, and treated in 
accordance with the recommendations 
of The 1984 Report of the Joint National 
Committee on Detection, Evaluation, 
and Treatment of High Blood Pressure, 
including nonpharmacologic therapy. 

(2) Ensure that the complication- 
specific patient education to be 
provided includes sections on inter- 
relationships between diabetes and 
hypertension, the importance of 
treatment, control and followup, weight 
control, and exercise, in addition to 
other components of quality.education. 

(3) Ensure that mechanisms are in 
place to promote adherence to 
antihypertensive therapy in the target 
population, including followup. 

(4) Ensure that the monitoring system 
to be developed will include data 
sufficient for measuring program impact 
and for tracking program objectives. 


2. Centers for Disease Control Activities 


a. Develop and disseminate public 
health recommendations for the 
diagnosis, prevention, and treatment of 
the complications of diabetes. 

b. Collaborate in the planning, 
operation, and evaluation of program 
activities through onsite participation, 
telephone and written consultation. 


c. Collaborate in the development:of 
surveillance and data systems and in 
= State’s analysis and evaluation of 

ata. 
d. Collaborate in the development of 
screening, referral, tracking, and 
monitoring program components. 

e. Collaborate in the development of 
patient and professional education 
components. 

f. Collaborate in the dissemination of 
complication-specific outcome 
indicators and their integration into 
program operation. 

g. Collaborate in the establishment of 
specific morbidity reduction objectives. 


Availability of Funds 


Approximately $5 million will be 
available in Fiscal Year 1987 to award 
from 25 to 30 cooperative agreements. 
The President's FY 1988 budget assumes 
that the cooperative agreements will be 
supported progressively from non- 
federal funding sources beginning in FY 
1987. The average award will be 
$178,600 with individual cooperative 
agreements ranging from approximately 
$75,000 to $250,000. It is expected that 
the cooperative agreements will begin 
on or about September 1, 1987. 
Depending on the availability of funds, 
cooperative agreements are usually 
funded in 12-month budget periods 
within a 1-3 year project period. Non- 
federal funding sources should provide 
greater shares of support in any later 
budget period. Funding estimates 
outlined above may vary and are 
subject to change. Although new 
applications will be considered, priority 
for funding will be given to currently 
funded cooperative agreements because 
of the limited funds available in Fiscal 
Year 1987. The project periods for any 
new applications should be consistent 
with the President’s FY 1988 budget 
which assumes full funding from non- 
federal sources for this activity by FY 
1990. Competing renewal awards will be 
limited to applicants which have 
demonstrated an effective complication- 
specific diabetes control program. 


Use of Funds 


Funds will not be awarded for the 
purchase or lease of land or buildings, 
for the construction of a facility, or for 
renovation of existing space. The 
purchase of equipment is discouraged 
and must be pre-approved by CDC. The 
only equipment which will be 
considered for approval will be that 
which is justified on the basis of being 
essential to the project and not 
available from any other source. 
Cooperative agreement funds shall not 
be used for treatment or treatment 
services. 


Reporting Requirements 

Quarterly narrative and performance 
statistical reports may be required 
subject to approval by Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB). 
Financial status reports must be 
submitted no later than 90 days after the 
end of each budget period. Final 
financial status and progress reports are 
required no later than 90 days after the 
end of the project period. 


Recipient Financial Participation 


This program has no statutory 
formula. No specific matching funds are 
required; however, the application 
should include data on the applicant's 
contribution to the overall program costs 
and reflect a commitment to progressive 
support on the part of non-federal 
funding sources. 


Application Content 


1; Initial Application—The initia] 
application for a new cooperative 
agreement must include a narrative 
which describes: 

a. Current complication-specific 
diabetes control efforts demonstrating 
an effective diabetes control program. 

b. The background and need for 
support including a description of high- 
risk groups within the target populations 
and an assessment of the health care 
needs of these populations as they relate 
to complication-specific program areas. 

c. Specific measurable objectives 
consistent with the purpose of the 
cooperative agreement and which can 
be evaluated in accordance with Section 
f. below. (Include a milestone-to- 
completion chart consistent with the 
timeframe of the project period.) 

d. The methods and activities 
undertaken to accomplish complication- 
specific objectives including: 

(1) How high-risk groups and target 
populations will be/have been 
identified. 

(2) How currently available 
diagnostic, treatment, and education 
resources will be/have been identified 
and utilized. 

(3) How the high-risk populations’ 
current patterns of care will be/have 
been assessed, with attention to 
patterns of care in the primary health 
care system. 

(4) How needs/ deficits in provider 
knowledge and health care practices 
will be/have been assessed. 

(5) Identification of program activities 
designed to complement available 
diagnostic, education, and treatment 
resources. 

(6) How the target populations will be 
examined (as applicable) by sensitive 
diagnostic techniques. 





(7) How the target populations will be 
assured of treatment (as applicable), 
with treatment and treatment services 
provided through non-project resources. 

e. The methods and activities 
undertaken to accomplish objectives 
related to the integration of 
complication-specific program elements 
into the health care delivery system for 
persons with diabetes, including: 

(1) How linkages formed with other 
public health care programs, primary 
care providers and organizations, 
volunteer agencies, and other medical 
care providers will facilitate the 
integration of these program elements 
into the health care delivery system for 
persons with diabetes. 

(2) How a program advisory group 
will facilitate the integration of these 
complication-specific program elements 
into the health care delivery system for 
persons with diabetes. 

(3) How the needs and problems (and 
factors contributing to these) will be 
assessed in an ongoing manner to 
ensure that the ability to integrate future 
complication-specific program elements 
into the program is maintained. 

(4) How the National Standards for 
Diabetes Patient Education Programs/ 
CDC-State DCP Patient Education 
Guidelines-will be used to assess 
current patient education activities, to 
ensure the quality of education provided 
te patients at high risk for the 
complications, and how such patient 
education will be integrated into the 
health care delivery system for persons 
with diabetes. 

(5) How The Guide for Primary Care 
Practitioners and the CDC-State DCP 
Professional Education Guidelines will 
be used in relevant professional 
education, and how such professional 
education will facilitate the integration 
of these program elements into the 
health care delivery system for persons 
with diabetes. 

(6) How a statewide plan for diabetes 
control will be developed to facilitate 
the integration of complication-specific 
program elements into a comprehensive 
program of care for persons with 
diabetes. 

f. The system to monitor and 
document the impact of this program on 
the health care delivery system and 
health status of persons with diabetes, 
including health outcome indicators 
which will be developed and utilized. 

g- The level of professional and 
community support and involvement in 
the program. (Letters of support/ 
commitment from care providers, 
voluntary agencies, and other relevant 
groups and individuals should be 
included.) 


h. A budget justification, and any: 
other infermation which will support the 
need for assistance. 

i. Plans to become self-sustaining. 
within the time period assumed in the 
President's FY 1988 budget. 

2. Continued Funding—An application 
for continued funding of these activities 
within an approved project period 
should contain the following 
information: 

a. Progress report on activities 
performed and results achieved during 
the prior budget period. 

b. Short-term objectives for the new 
budget period that are consistent with 
the availability of funds and include the 
phase-in of any additional complication- 
specific elements. 

c. A description of the method of 
operation that will be used to 
accomplish any new objective. 

d. An evaluation plan which will help 
determine if the methods are effective 
and the objectives are being achieved. 

e. A budget and accompanying 
justification consistent with the purpose 
and objectives of the project-and the 
availability of funds. 


Application Review and Evaluation 
Criteria 


1. The initial application for a project 
period will be reviewed and evaluated 
based upon the following factors: 

a. The demonstrated effectiveness of 
current complication-specific diabetes 
control p 

b. The need for support as 
demonstrated by the description of the 
high risk and target populations and of 
the health care needs/problems of these 
populations. 

c. The consistency of the measurable 
objectives with the stated purpose of the 
cooperative agreement the ability to 
complete the objectives, activities, and 
milestones of the project within the 
specified period. 

d. The adequacy of the applicant's 
plans to develop and maintain the 
capacity to identify target populations, 
define needs, and plan future 
complication-specific program elements 
(to ultimately include visual loss due to 
diabetes, adverse outcomes of diabetic 
pregnancies, lower extremity 
amputations among persons with 
diabetes, and coexisting diabetes and 
hypertension). 

e. The adequacy of the applicant's 
plans to ensure examination of high-risk 
individuals by sensitive diagnostic 
techniques, to refer {and followup on 
referrals} those in need of treatment, 
and to assure adequate treatment (paid 
for by non-project resources) for 
patients needing treatment. 
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f. The adequacy of the applicant's 
plans to ensure the integration of 
complication-specific p elements 
into the health care delivery system for 
persons with diabetes through the 
formation of program linkages, the 
development of a program advisory 

and the development of a 
statewide plan for diabetes control. 

g. The adequacy of the applicant’s 
plans to conduct and/or assure the 
provision of quality patient and 
professional education, and to ensure 
the integration of this education into the 
health care delivery system for persons 
with diabetes. 

h. The adequacy of the applicant's 
plans to monitor and document the 
impact of the program, and the 
program's impact on the health care 
delivery system and the health status of 
persons with diabetes. 

i, The ability of the applicant to 
generate community and professional 
support and involvement in the program, 
to utilize available resources, and to 
coordinate the activities of groups 
participating in the program, including 
governmental agencies, professional and 
volunteer organizations, third-party 
payers, consultants, and the diabetes 
community at large. 

j. The extent to which the budget is 
reasonable and consistent with the 
intended use of cooperative agreement 
funds and includes a plan to become 
self-sustaining within the time period 
assumed in the President's FY 1988 
budget. 

k. The ability of the applicant to 
identify staff for the program who are 
available and trained to carry out the 
required tasks. 

2. Continuation awards within the 
project period-will be made on the basis 
of the following criteria: 

a. Availability of funds. 

b. The extent to which the 
accomplishments of the current budget 
period show that the applicant is 
meeting its objectives. 

c. The consistency of the objectives 
for the new budget period with the 
purpose of the cooperative agreement 
and the extent to which they are 
realistic, specific, and measurable. 

d. The extent to which the methods 
described will clearly lead to 
achievement of these objectives. 

e. The quality of the evaluation plan 
proposed to be used in monitoring 
whether the methods are effective. 

f. The extent to which the budget 
request is justified, reasonable, and 
consistent with the intended use of 
cooperative agreement funds. 
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Application Submission and Deadline 

The original and two copies of the 
application must be submitted to Leo A. 
Sanders, Chief, Grants Management 
Branch, Procurement and Grants Office, 
Centers for Disease Control, 255 East 
Paces Ferry Road, NE., Room 321, 
Atlanta, Georgia 30305, on or before 
May 1, 1987. 

.. 1. Deadline: Applications willbe 
considered to meet the deadline if they 
are either: - 

a. Received at the above address on 
‘or before the deadline date or, 

b. Sent on or before May 1, 1987, and 
received in time for submission to the 
independent review group. {Applicant 
should request a legibly dated U.S. 
Postal Service postmark or obtain a 
legibly dated receipt from a commercial 
carrier or U.S. Postal Service. Private 
metered postmarks will net be 
acceptable as.proof of timely mailing.} 

2. Late Applications: Applications 
which do not meet the above criteria are 
considered late applications: Late 
applications will not be considered in 
the current competition and will be 
returned to the applicant. 


Other Submission and Review 
Requirements 


Applications are subject to review as 
governed by Executive Order 12372, 
Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs (60-day review period). 


Where Te Obtain Additional 
Information 


Information on application 
procedures, copies of application forms 
and other material may be obtained 
from Marsha Driggans, Grants 
Management Specialist, Grants 
Management Branch, Procurement and 
Grants Office, Centers for Disease 
Control, 255 East Paces Ferry Road, NE., 
Room 321, Atlanta, Georgia 30305, 
telephone (404) 262-6575, or FTS 236- 
6575. 


Technical assistance may be obtained 
from Lisle S. House, Division of 
Diabetes Control, Center for Prevention 
Services, Centers for Disease Control, 
Atlanta, Georgia 30333, telephone 404- 
329-1851, or FTS 236-1851. 


Dated: January 29, 1987. 


Robert L. Foster, 


Acting Director, Office of Progranr Support 
Centers for Disease Control. 


[FR Doc. 87-2170 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am| 
BILLING CODE 4160-18-11 


Cooperative Agreements; Preventive 
Health Services—Tuberculosis. - 
Control; Availability of Funds for Fiscal 
Year 1987 


Intreduction 


The Centers for Disease Control 
(CDC) announces the availability of 
funds for Fiscal Year 1987 for 
Cooperative Agreements for 
Tuberculosis Control Programs. The 
funds received by these programs are 
directed primarily to support outreach 
activities necessary for effective 
prevention and control of tuberculosis in 
high incidence population groups and 
selected geographical areas. 


Authority 


This program is authorized by section 
317{a) of the Public Health Service 
(PHS) Act (42 U.S.C. 247b{a)), as 
amended. Regulations governing 
programs for preventive health services 
are codified at 42 CFR Part 51b. Subpart 
A contains general provisions relating. to 
these programs. The Catalog of Federal 
Domestic ‘Assistance Number is 13.116. 


Eligible Applicants 

Eligible applicants for this program 
are the official public health agencies of 
State and:local governments, including 


the District of Columbia, the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the 


" Virgin Islands, Guam, the Northern 


Mariana Islands, the Federated States of 
Micronésia, the Republic of the Marshall 
Islands, the Republic of Palau, and 
American Samoa. Although new 


‘ applications will be:considered, priority 


for funding will be given to currently 
funded cooperative agreements. New 
awards, if any, will be limited to: {1} 
States which reported 100 or more- new 
cases of tuberculosis for each of the 
years 1985 and 1986 or had an incidence 
rate greater than the national 
tuberculosis incidence rate reported in 
1985 (9.3. per 100,000 population) for both 
1985 and 1986, or (2) local health 
agencies which are not currently 
receiving assistance as a sub-recipient 
under a cooperative agreement and 
which are serving a high-priority urban 
area with a city of at least 250,000 
population which reported 200 or more 
new cases of tuberculosis in each of the 
years 1985 and 1986 or had an incidence 
rate greater than the rate for United 
States cities over 250,000 population in 
1985 (19.5 per 100,000 population) for 
both 1985 and 1986. Although certain 
local health agencies may be eligible for 
direct funding, eligible local health 
agencies within a State are strongly 
encouraged to include their request for 
assistance in the State application to 
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ensure effective coordination of State/ 
local/Federal resources. 

Applicants must show that 
tuberculosis cooperative agreement 
funds will be directed primarily to 
support outreach activities in high 
incidence population groups and 
selected geographical areas with (1) a 
significant level of tuberculosis; and (2) 
an incidence rate greater than the State 
as a whole. The President's FY 1988 
budget assumes that these activities will 
be funded progressively from block 
grant funds and non federal funding 
sources. Full funding from block grants 
and non-federal funds is projected for 
FY 1990. 


Program Background and Objectives 


Recent data show that the expected 
decline in tuberculosis cases has not 
occurred. The decline for 1985 was only 
0.2 percent, which was very slight when 
compared to the 6.7 percent average 
annual decline experienced during 1982- 
84: Furthermore, through the 48th week 
of 1986; there was a provisional increase 
in U.S. tuberculosis cases of 2.5 percent. 
In recent years, U.S. tuberculosis 
morbidity has been affected by: 
Continued transmission and infection of 
children; the emergence of drug resistant 
tuberculosis and community outbreaks 
of drug resistant tuberculosis disease; 
tuberculosis in immigrants, minorities, 
the elderly, and the homeless; and an 
apparent increase. in cases among 
persons with tuberculosis infection who 
also have Acquired Immunodeficiency 
Syndrome (AIDS) or are infected with 
the Human T-Lymphotropic Virus Type 
IlI/Lymphadenopathy-Associated Virus 
(HTLV-IH/LAV). 

The national goal in tuberculosis 
control is to achieve an annual 
reduction of tuberculosis morbidity of at 
least 5 percent. The minimum short-term 
objectives needed to meet this goal 
include: 

1. At least 75 percent of all initially 
infectious patients will become 
noninfectious (convert their sputum from 
positive to negative) within 3 months of 
starting treatment, and at least 95 
percent will become noninfectious 
within 6 months. 

2. At least 90 percent of all reported 
cases of tuberculosis will complete an 
American Thoracic Society/Centers for 
Disease Control (ATS/CDC} 
recommended regimen of 
antituberculosis drug therapy. 

3. At least 95 percent of all close 
contacts to infectious cases will receive 
examinations, with at least 95 percent of 
all those under 15 years of age and 75 
percent of all infected persons 15 years 





3494 . 


of age and over placed on preventive 
treatment. 

4. For close contacts and other high- 
risk individuals placed on preventive 
therapy, at least 90 percent of those 
persons under 15 years of age and 75 
percent of all others will complete a 
recommended course of preventive 
therapy. 


Cooperative Activities 


The collaborative and programmatic 
involvement of recipients of funds and 
CDC is as follows: 


1, Recipient Activities 


a. Reporting of all tuberculosis cases, 
suspects, and significant laboratory 
results by health care providers and 
laboratories in both the public and 
private sectors; analysis of reporting 
trends; and implementation of updated 
public health record systems needed to 
monitor the current care status of 
patients, suspects, contacts, and high- 
risk infected persons in the community. 

b. Application or intensification of 
directly observed drug treatment for 
patients and use of other strategies for 
ensuring completion of therapy and 
preventive therapy for patients and 
other high risk persons who will not or 
cannot self-administer recommended 
medications. 

c. Deployment of outreach personnel 
for followup of patients and their 
contacts. 

d. Providing tuberculosis diagnostic, 
treatment, and prevention services 
adapted to the characteristics of 
tuberculosis population subgroups; and 
implementation of innovative 
approaches to prevent tuberculosis in 
high-risk groups. 

e. Development or continuation of 
cost-effective, medically sound 
tuberculosis medical care and public 
health policies. A major policy 
component should be the 
implementation of recommended ATS/ 
CDC treatment and preventive therapy 
recommendations. 

f. Program evaluation and special 
epidemiological investigation/analysis 
of unique tuberculosis problems 
including problems related to 
tuberculosis and AIDS or HTLV-III/ 
LAV infection and.problems related to 
tuberculosis in foreign born, drug 
resistance, etc. 

g. Detailed investigations of all deaths 
from tuberculosis, tuberculosis occurring 
in children, and recurrent (relapse) 
cases, to identify causes of past program 
failures and to design more effective 
prevention and control actions for the 
future. 


h. Evaluation of the effectiveness of 
program activities and achievements 
related to short-term objectives. 


2. Centers for Disease Control Activities 


a. Collaboration in the development 
and operation of tuberculosis case 
reporting and program management 
record systems. Assistance in analysis 
and evaluation of morbidity, mortality, 
and program management information. 
Assistance in the investigation and 
analysis of special problems such as 
tuberculosis in institutions or in AIDS or 
HTLV-III/LAV infected populations. 

b. Assistance in improving program 
performance through onsite consultation 
and the provision of training materials 
for use by project staff. 

c. Provision of onsite technical 
assistance in the planning, operation, 
and evaluation of ongoing and 
innovative program activities. 

d. Provision of medical and 
programmatic consultation through 
telephone/written consultation. 

e. Epidemiologic consultation 
including investigation of unusual 
outbreaks and problems. 

f. Development and dissemination of 
public health and medical policies and 
recommendations for the diagnosis, 
treatment, and prevention of 
tuberculosis (including the development 
of joint ATS/CDC statements). 

g. Development of program evaluation 
tools. 


Availability of Funds 


Approximately $5 million is available 
in Fiscal Year 1987 to continue between 
40 and 48 continuation cooperative 
agreements. Although new applications 
will be considered, priority for funding 
will be given to continuation of existing 
programs. The average award is 
expected to be $146,000, with individual 
awards ranging from $26,000 to $470,000. 
As stated above, the President's FY 1988 
budget assumes full funding of this 
activity from block grant and non- 
federal funds by FY 1990. Project 
periods for applications should be 
consistent with these plans. Cooperative 
agreements are usually funded in 12- 
month budget periods. Funding 
estimates outlined above may vary and 
are subject to change. 


Use of Funds 


Cooperative agreement funds may be 
used to support both local personnel and 
individuals in direct assistance (i-e., “in 
lieu of cash") positions under section 
317 of the PHS Act, and to:purchase 
equipment, supplies, and services 
directly related to project activities, 
particularly directly-observed therapy, 
patient outreach, morbidity surveillance, 
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and program assessment. Project funds 
may not be used to supplant State or 
local funds available for tuberculosis 
control or to support construction costs 
or inpatient care. 


Reporting Requirements 


Semiannual narrative and 
performance statistical reports are 
required within 30 days after the end of 
the reporting period. Program 
performance reports have Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB) 
clearance (OMB No. 0920-0026). 
Approval of additional data items are 
pending: Financial status reports are 
required no later than 90 days after the 
end of each budget period. Final 
financial status and progress reports are 
required 90 days after the end of a 
project period. 


Recipient Financial Participation 


No specific matching funds are 
required; however, the President's FY 
1988 budget assumes full funding of this 
activity from block grant and non- 
federal funds by FY 1990. The 
application should contain information 
on the applicant’s contribution to the 
overall tuberculosis control program 
during its most recent accounting period 
pursuant to provisions of section 
317(b)(2) of the PHS Act. 


Application Content 


1. Initial Application.—The initial 
application for a new project period 
must include a narrative which details: 

(a) The background and need for 
support, including information that 
relates to factors by which the 
applications will be evaluated and the 
number of tuberculosis cases under 
current supervision with drug resistant 
organisms; ; 

(b) Long- and short-term objectives of 
the proposed project which are 
consistent with the national goal 
outlined above, and which are specific, 
measurable, realistic, and time-framed; 

(c) The activities and methods which 
will be employed to accomplish the 
objectives. Of special importance will 
be: 

(1) The employment of outreach 
workers in high incidence areas for use 
in patient followup and directly- 
observed therapy programs, 

(2) Information regarding alternative 
methods for ensuring completion of the 
therapy and preventive therapy, and 

(3} Innovative methods to prevent 
tuberculosis among high-risk groups; 

(d) An evaluation plan to monitor the 
effectiveness of the program activities 
and the progress made toward meeting 
the objectives; 
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(e} Current data (or plans to collect 
data this year) om the number of AIDS. 
cases that have had tuberculosis by year 
of AIDS report and by year of 
tuberculosis report and the procedures — 
which will be employed to establish and 
continue such surveillance, as well as 
the additional assessment of community 
tuberculosis problems related to AIDS 
and HTLV-III/LAV infestion; 

(f} Fiscal information of the applicant 
pursuant to provisions of section 
317(b}{2) of the PHS Act, although there 
are no matching or cost participation 
requirements; and 

(g).A budget and accompanying 
justification consistent with the purpose 
and objectives of the project, and any 
other information which will support the 
request for assistance. The budget 
should reflect ssive support from 
block grants.and non-federal funds. 

To insure that all necessary elements 
are covered, it is suggested that the - 
applicant use the above (a)-(g} ‘elements 
as the outline in writing the application. 

2. Continued Funding—An application 
for continued funding of these activities 
within an approved project period 
should contain the following: 

(a) A progress report on activities 
performed during the prior budget 
period, including a discussion of 
progress or lack of progress: in 
accomplishing the objectives of the prior 
budget period; statistical data from 
recent report periods compared to 
baseline statistical data provided in the 
original application; the number of 
patients treated with directly-observed 
therapy regimens; the activities of- 
outreach personnel employed through 
the cooperative agreement; populations 
served and the special needs of those 
populations which have been met 
through the agreement (e.g., 
noncompliant patients, children, foreign- 
born, and persons at risk for both 
tuberculosis infection and AIDS or 
HTLV-III/LAV infection); and other 
data and/or anecdotal situations which 
are exemplary of effectiveness of work 
performed, (e.g. reductions in 
hospitalizations, clinic delinquency 
rates, costs of treatment, etc.)}; 

(b) New short-term objectives for the 
new budget period (consistent with 
availability of funds); 

(c) A description of any changes in the 
need for grant support, long-term 
objectives, methods of operation, and 
evaluation procedures compared to 
information provided in previous 
applications. Of special importance i is 
information regarding: 

(1} Alternative methods for ensuring 
completion of therapy and preventive 
therapy and 


(2) Innovative methods-to prevent - 
tuberculosis in high-risk groups; 

(d) Current data (or plans to collect 
data this year) on the number of AIDS 
cases that have had tuberculosis by year 
of AIDS report and by year of 
tuberculosis report and should also 
describe plans'to establish and continue 
such surveillance and to assess the 
extent of community tuberculosis 
problems related: to AIDS and HTLV- 

Ill /LAV infection; 

(e) Fiscal information of the applicant 
pursuant to provisions of section 
317(b)(2) of the PHS Act; and 

(f} A budget and accompanying 
Justification consistent with the purpose 
and objectives of the project and the 
availability of funds. The budget should 
reflect progressive support from block 
grants and non-federal funds. To insure 
that all necessary elements are covered, 
it is suggested that the applicant use the 
above {a}-{f} elements as the outline in 
writing the continuation application: 


Application Review and Evaluation 
Criteria 

1. Initial Application —The initial 
application for a new project period will 
be evaluated and priority for funding of 
new projects established, based upon 
the following factors: 

(a) The need for support as 
demonstrated in the background and 
need section of the application narrative 
including data for both 1985 and 1986 
relevant to: 

(1) The total number of cases 
reported; 

(2) The number of bacteriologically 
confirmed cases reported; 

(3) The bacteriologically substantiated 
incidence rate of disease; 

(4) The number of tuberculosis cases 
among children 0-14 years of age; 

(5) Significant levels of tuberculosis 
among individuals who were born in 
countries with high rates of tuberculosis; 
and 

(6) A significant increase in 
tuberculosis morbidity. The number of 
tuberculosis cases. under current 
supervision with organisms resistant to 
one or more-antituberculosis drugs will 
also be considered in evaluating and 
prioritizing projects for funding. 

(b) The degree to which long and short 
term objectives are consistent with the 
national goal and are realistic, specific, 
measurable, and consistent with 
availability of funds; 

(c) The overall potential effectiveness 
of the proposed activities and methods 
in meeting the stated objectives, 
ineluding plans for the use of outreach 
workers for directly observed therapy 
and other irinovative methods for 


insuring compliance and preventing 
tuberculosis in high-risk groups; 

(d} The adequacy of plans to evaluate 
program activities and to assess the 
extent of community tuberculosis 
problems related to AIDS and HTLV- 
IlI/LAV infection; 

(e) The extent to which the budget 
request is clearly justified, reasonable, 
and consistent with the intended use of 
cooperative agreement funds. These 
factors were chosen to establish the 
extent of an applicant's tuberculosis 
problem and incorporate the intent of 
Congress for expenditure of these funds. 

2. Continued FundingT1— 
Continuation awards. within a project 
period will be made on the basis of the 
following criteria: 

(a) Availability of funds; 

(b) Satisfactory documentation of 
progress in meeting project objectives 
including data comparing current 
reports with baseline data from the 
original application, data on the number 
of persons treated with directly 
observed therapy, reports of activities of 
project employed outreach workers, 
data on populations served and special 
needs met as well as other exemplary 
data and/or anecdotal reports; 

(c} The extent to which the objectives 
for the new budget period are realistic, 
specific, and measurable, consistent 
with the purpose of the cooperative 
agreement, and relate to the use of other 
innovative methods (in addition to 
outreach workers) for insuring therapy 
compliance and preventing tuberculosis 
in high risk groups; 

(d} The potential success of the new 
or revised methods of operation in 
meeting the proposed objectives; © 

(e)} The adequacy of plans to evaluate 
program activities and to:assess the 
extent of community tuberculosis 
problems related to AIDS and HTLV-— 
Ill/LAV infection; 

(f} The extent to which the budget 
request is clearly justified, reasonable, 
and consistent with the intended use of 
cooperative agreement funds. 


Application Submission and Deadline 


The original and one copy of the 
application must be submitted to Chief, 
Grants Management Branch, 
Procurement and Grants Office, Centers 
for Disease Control, 255 East Paces 
Ferry Road, NE., Room 321, Atlanta, 
Georgia 30305, on or before April 6, 1987. 

1. Deadline. Applications shall be 
considered as meeting the deadline if 
they are either: 

a: Received at the above address on 
or before the deadline date, or 

b. Sent on or before the deadline date 
and received in time for submission to 
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the independent review group. 
(Applicants must request a legibly dated 
U.S. Postal Service postmark or obtain a 
legibly dated receipt from a commercial 
carrier or U.S. Postal Service. Private 
metered postmarks shall not be 
acceptable as proof of timely mailing.) 

2. Late Applications. Applications 
which do not meet the criteria in either 
paragraph a. or b. above are considered 
late applications. Late applications will 
not be considered in the current 
competition and will be returned to the 
applicant. : 

3. Copies of Applications. A copy 
the application should be 
simultaneously submitted to the 
appropriate Department of Health and 
Human Services Regional Office listed 
below. For applicants who are other 
than State agencies, the appropriate 
State health agency should be notified 
of the submission of the application. 


Other Submission and Review 
Requirements 


Applications are subject to review as 
governed by Executive Order 12372, 
Intergovernmental Review of Federal 
Programs. 


Where to Obtain Additional Information 


Information on application 
procedures, copies of application forms, 
and other material may be obtained 
from Nealean Austin, Grant 
Management Specialist, Grants 
Management Branch, Procurement and 
Grants Office, Centers for Disease 
Control, 255 East Paces Ferry Road, NE., 
Room 321, Atlanta, Georgia 30305, 
telephone (404) 262-6575, or FTS 236- 
6575. Technical assistance may be 
obtained from John J. Seggerson, 
Division of Tuberculosis Control, Center 
for Prevention Services, Centers for 
Disease Control, Atlanta, Georgia 30333, 
telephone (404) 329-2508, or FTS 236- 
2508. Technical assistance is also 
available from the appropriate 
Department of Health and Human 
Services Regional Office. 


Dated: January 29, 1987. 
Robert L. Foster, 
Acting Director, Office of Program Support 
Centers for Disease Control. 


Department of Health and Human 
Services (HHS) Regional Offices 


Regional Health Administrator, PHS, 
HHS Region I, John Fitzgerald 
Kennedy Building, Boston, 
Massachusetts 02203, (617) 223-6827 

Regional Health Administrator, PHS, 
HHS Region II, Federal Building, 26 
Federal Plaza, Room 3337; New York, 
New York 10278, (212) 264-2561 

Regional Health Administrator, PHS, 
HHS Region III, Gateway Building #1, 


3521-35 Market Street, Mailing 
Address: P.O. Box 13716, Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania 19101, (215) 596-6637 

Regional Health Administrator, PHS, 
HHS Region IV, 101 Marietta Tower, 
Suite 1007, Atlanta, Geo: gia 30323, 
(404) 221-2316 

Regional Health Administrator, PHS, 
HHS Region V, 300 South Wacker 
Drive, 33rd Floor, Chicago, Illinois 
60606, (312) 353-1385 

Regional Health Administrator, PHS, 
HHS Region VI, 1200 Main Tower 
Building, Room 1835, Dallas, Texas 
75202, (214) 767-3879 

Regional Health Administrator, PHS, 
HHS Region VII, 601 East-12th Street, 
Kansas City, Missouri 64106, (816) 
374-3291 

Regional Health Administrator, PHS, 
HHS Region VIII, 1185 Federal 
Building, 1961 Stout Street, Denver, 
Colorado 80294, (303) 844-6163 

Regional Health Administrator, PHS, 
HHS Region IX, 50 United Nations 
Plaza, San Francisco, California 94102, 
(415) 556-5810 

Regional Health Administrator, PHS, 
HHS Region X, 2901 Third Avenue, 
M.S. 402, Seattle, Washington 98121, 
(206) 442-0430 


[FR Doc. 87-2171 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4160-18-M 


Meeting on Role of Antibody Testing 
in the Prevention and Control of AIDS 


Time and date: 8:30 a.m.—5:45 p.m.— 
February 24, 1987; 8:30 a.m.—12:00 
noon—February 25, 1987 

Place: Hyatt Regency Hotel, Peachtree 
Center, Atlanta, Georgia (404/577- 
1234) 

Status: Open 
Matters to be Discussed: This meeting 

is being convened to discuss issues 

related to the implementation of 
antibody testing to prevent further 
spread of AIDS virus infection. The 
purpose of the meeting is to identify 
strategies to encourage the use of 
antibody testing to prevent spread of 
infection with the AIDS virus. 

The meeting will be open to the public 
limited only by the space available. The 
meeting room accommodates 
approximately 250 people. 

Registration materials for the meeting 
will be available at 7:30 a.m. on 
Tuesday, February 24. The opening 
plenary session is scheduled for 8:30 
a.m. This will be followed by workshops 
with panels of experts to explore 
specific applications of antibody testing 
for prevention of infection. A portion of 
each workshop will be set aside to hear 
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members of the public. The workshops 
will be summarized at the closing 
plenary session of February 25, and the 
meeting will adjourn about 12 noon. 

Advance notification to the AIDS 
Program, CDC, of your intent to attend 
the meeting is desired, but not required, 
due to limited meeting space available. 
Reservations for hotel accommodations 
should be made directly. 

Contact Person for more Information: 
Additional information concerning the 
conference and preregistration materials 
may be obtained from: 


Thomas A. Leonard, Senior Public 

Health Advisor 
or 

James R. Allen, M.D., Assistant Director 
for Medical Science, AIDS Program, 
CID, CDC, 1600 Clifton Road, N.E., 
Atlanta, GA 30333, Telephones: FTS: 
236-2407, Commercial: 404/329-2407 


Dated: January 29, 1987. 
Elvin Hilyer, 
Associate Director for Policy Coordination, 
Centers for Disease Control 
[FR Doc. 87-2157 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4160-18-M 


Agency for Toxic Substances and 
Disease Registry; Public Health 
Service; Meeting 


ACTION: Notice of meeting. 


The following meeting will be 
convened by the Agency for Toxic 
Substances and Disease Registry 
(ATSDR), U.S. Public Health Service, 
and will be open to the public for 
observation and participation, limited 
only by the space available: 


Dates: March 23-24, 1987 

Times: 8 a.m.-5 p.m.—March 23, 8 a.m.-3 
p.m.—March 24 

Place: Westin Peachtree Plaza, 
Peachtree at International Boulevard, 
Atlanta, Georgia 30343-9986 

Status: Open 


Purpose: To review and discuss the 
ATSDR National Registry Proposal for 
registering individuals exposed to select 
environmental hazardous substances. 
Viewpoints and suggestions from 
industry, organized labor, environmental 
groups, academia, State and Federal 
government agencies, and the public are 
invited. The meeting will be conducted 
as a workshop and will focus on 
organizational, ethical, and social issues 
concerning a National exposure registry. 

Contact person for more information: 
Copies of the proposal and additional 
information about the meeting may be 
obtained from: Wendy E. Kaye, Ph.D., 
ATSDR, Exposure Registry 
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Implementation Group, 1600 Clifton 
Road, NE., Atlanta, GA 30333, 
Telephones: FTS; 236-4592, Commercial: 
(404) 454-4502, " 
Dated: January 29, 1987. .° 
Elvin Hilyer,. iY 
Associate Director for Policy Coordination. - 
{FR Doc. 87-2158 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE’ 4160-16-m 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
Fish and Wildlife Service. 


Receipt of Applicants for Permits 


The following applicant's have 
applied for permits to conduct certain 
activities with endangered species. This 
notice is provided pursuant to section 
10{c) of the Endangered Species Act of 
1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531, et 
seq.): 

PRT-714657 
Applicant: John Sutterlin, Auburn, WA. 


The applicant requests .a permit to 
import four male and three female, 
captive born white eared pheasants 
(Crossoptilon crossoptilon) from Harry J. 
Hardy, South View Aviaries, Burnaby, 
British Columbia for the purpose of 
captive breeding. 

PRT-714788 
Applicant: Dallas Zoo, Dallas, TX. 


The applicant requests a permit to 
purchase, in interstate commerce, one 
female back rhino (Diceros bicornus) 
from Roman Schmitt, Tampa, FL, for 
possible captive breeding and for 
conservation education and exhibition. 


PRT-714783 at 
Applicant: Robert Barnes, Soldotna, AK. 


The applicant requests a permit to 
import a trophy from a bontebok 
(Damaliscus dorcas dorcas) which was 
a member of a captive herd maintained 
by F.W.M. Bowker, Grahamstown, 
Republic of South Africa. The herd is 
maintained for the purpose of sport 
hunting. The applicant contends that 
permission to import this trophy will 
enhance the likelihood of the continued 
maintenance of this herd and thereby 
enhance the likelihood of the survival of 
the species. 

PRT-714960 
Applicant: Memphis Zoological Gardens, 

Memphis, TN. 

The applicant requests a permit to 
import one pre-reproductive female 
giant panda (AiJuropoda melanoleuca) 
from the Chapultepec Park Zoo, Mexico 
City, Mexico, where she was born, for 


purpeses of display, research and 
conservation education, The panda may 
stay at the Memphis Zoo up to six 
months.after which she will be 
reexported back to the Chapultepec 
Zoological Park. 

Documents and other information 
submitted with these applications are 
available to the public during normal 
business hours (7:45 am to 4:15 pm) 
Room 611, 1000 North Glebe Road, 
Arlington, Virginia 22201, or by writing 
to the Director, U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service of the above address. 

Interested persons may comment on 
any of these applications within 30 days 
of the date of this publication by 
submitting written views, arguments, or 
data to the Director at the above 
address. Please refer to the appropriate 
PRT number when.submitting 
comments. 

Dated: January 29, 1987. 

R.K. Robinson, 

Chief, Branch of Permits, Federal Wildlife 
Permit Office. 

[FR Doc. 87-2152 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 4310-55-M 


Bureau of Land Management 
[CO-050-07-4322-02] 


Canon City District Grazing Advisory 
Board; Public Meeting 


AGENCY: Bureau of Land Management, 
Interior. 


ACTION: Notice of meeting. 


SUMMARY: Pursuant to the Federal 
Advisory Committee Act (Pub. L. 92- 
463) notice is hereby given of a meeting 
of the Carion City District Grazing 
Advisory Board to be held at 10:00 a.m., 
Friday, March 6, 1987, at the Chaffee 
County Bank, 146 ‘G’ Street, Salida, 
Colorado. 

Agenda will include {1) expenditure of 
range betterment funds (2) proposals for 
expenditure of range improvement funds 
for fiscal year 1988 (3) review of the 
Rangeland Program Summary update for 
the Royal Gorge Grazing EIS area, and 
(4) any other issues dealing with grazing 
management in the Canon City District. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
meeting will be open to the public. 
Space for the public is limited and 
persons will be accommodated on a first 
come, first serve basis. Any member of 
the public may file with the Board a 
written statement concerning matters to 
be discussed. A portion of the meeting 
time will be set aside at 2:00 p.m. to hear 
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members of the public. Minutes of the 
meeting will be made available for 
public inspection 30 days after the 
meeting, 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Donnie Sparks, Bureau of Land 
Management, P.O. Box 311, 3080 East 
Main Street, Canon City, Colorado 
81212, (303) 275-0631. 

Donnie R. Sparks, 

District Manager. 

[FR Doc. 87-2227 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4310-JB-M 


[U-58166; UT-040-4212-14] 


Realty Action, Sale of Public Lands in 
Kane County, Utah 


AGENCY: Department of the Interior, 
Bureau of Land Management. 

ACTION: Under section 203 of the Federal 
Land Policy and Management Act of 
1976 (43 U.S.C. 1716) public land 
described as SW1/4SWv1/4NE1/4NW1/ 
4, Section 10, T. 40 S., R. 7 W., SLB&M, 
Utah totaling 2.5 acres is proposed for 
direct sale to Isaac and Sylvia 
Chamberlain at the appraised fair 
market value of $1,250.00. The purpose 
of the sale is to dispose of public land 
that is difficult and uneconomical to 
manage by a government agency. The 
lands described are hereby segregated 
from all forms of appropriation under 
the public land laws, including the 
mining laws, pending disposition of this 
action. 


ADDRESS: Detailed information 
concerning the sale is available at the 
Kanab Area Office, 318 North First East, 
Kanab, Utah 84741, (801) 644-2672. 
Comments should also be sent to the 
same address. The sale will be held in 
the Kanab Area Office, BLM, 318 North 
First East, Kanab, Utah 84741. 

DATES: Comments will be accepted until 
March 23, 1987. The sale will be held on 
April 7, 1987 at 10:00 a.m. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
terms and conditions applicable to the 
sale are: 

1. The sale will be for the surface 
estate only. Minerals will remain with 
the United States Government. 

2. There is reserved to the United 
States a right-of-way for ditches or 
canals constructed by the authority of 
the United States, Act of August 30, 
1890, (26 Stat. 391, 42 U.S.C. 945). 

3. Title transfer will be subject to 
valid existing rights, including a county 
road right-of-way crossing the 
southwest corner of the 2.5 acre tract. 





Any objections received during the 
comment period will be reviewed by the 
State Director who may sustain, vacate 
or modify this realty action. In the 
absence of any objections, this realty 
action notice will become the final 
determination of the Department of the 
Interior. 


Dated: January 26, 1987. 
Morgan S. Jensen, 
District Manager. 
[FR Doc. 87-2207 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4310-DQ-M 


[NM 940-7-4520-12-0838]} 


New Mexico; Filing of Plat of Survey 
January 26, 1987. 


The plat of survey, in three sheets, 
described below was officially filed in 
the New Mexico State Office, Bureau of 
Land Management, Santa Fe, New 
Mexico, effective at 10:00 a.m. on 
January 23, 1987. 

A survey representing the dependent 
resurvey of a portion of the 
subdivisional lines, and certain small 
holding claim boundaries in sections 8 
and 17, the subdivision of sections 6 and 
18, and the survey of lots in sections 8 
and 17, Township 26 North, Range 8 
East, New Mexico Principal Meridian, 
New Mexico, under Group 836 NM. 

This survey was requested by the 
District Manager, Albuquerque, New 
Mexico. 

The plat will be in the open files of the 
New Mexico State Office, Bureau of 
Land Management, P.O. Box 1449, Santa 
Fe, New Mexico 87504. Copies of the 
plat may be obtained from that office 
upon payment of $2.50 per sheet. 

Ronald E. Paisley, 

Acting Chief, Branch of Gadestral Survey. 
[FR Doc. 87-2208 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4310-FB-M 


[NM-940-07-4220-11; NM NM 46842; NM NM 
0554865) 


New Mexico; Proposed Continuation 
of Withdrawal 


AGENCY: Bureau of Land Management, 
Interior. 


ACTION: Notice. 


SUMMARY: The Forest Service, U.S. 
Department of Agriculture proposes that 
two withdrawals for the Grants Ranger 
Station Administrative Site continue for 
an additional 18 years. The land would 
remain closed to surface entry and 
mining but has been and would remain 
open to mineral leasing. 


DATE: Comments should be received by 
May 5, 1987. 

ADDRESS: Comments should be sent to: 
New Mexico State Director, P.O. Box 
1449, Santa Fe, NM 87504-1449. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Kay Thomas, BLM, New Mexico State 
Office, (505) 988-6589. 

The Forest Service, U.S. Department 
of Agriculture proposes that the existing 
land withdrawals made by Public Land 
Order No. 3611 of April 8, 1965, and 
Executive Order No. 3889 of August 13, 
1923, be continued for a period of 18 
years pursuant to section 204 of the 
Federal Land Policy and Management 
Act of 1976, 90 Stat. 2751, 43 U.S.C. 1714. 
The land is described as follows: 


New Mexico Principal Meridian Cibola 
National Forest 
T.11N., R. 10 W., 

Sec. 24, E¥SE%. 

The area described contains 80.00 acres in 
Cibola County. 


The withdrawal is essential for 
protection of substantial capital 
improvements on the Grants Ranger 
Station Administrative Site, Mount 
Taylor Ranger District. The withdrawals 
closed the described lands to surface 
entry and mining but not mineral 
leasing. No change in the segregative 
effect or use of the land is proposed by 
this action. 

For a period of 90 days from the date 
of publication of this notice, all persons 
who wish to submit comments in 
connection with the proposed 
withdrawal continuation may present 
their views in writing to the Chief, 
Branch of Lands and Minerals 
Operations, in the New Mexico State 
Office. 

The authorized officer of the Bureau 
of Land Management will undertake 
such investigations as are necessary to 
determine the existing and potential 
demand for the land and its resources. A 
report will also be prepared for 
consideration by the Secretary of the 
Interior, the President, and Congress, 
who will determine whether the 
withdrawal will be continued and if so, 
for how long. The final determination on 
the continuation of the withdrawal will 
be published in the Federal Register. 
The existing withdrawal will continue 
until such final determination is made. 


Dated: January 22, 1987. 
Sally Wisely, 
Acting State Director. 
[FR Doc. 87-2209 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4310-FB-M 
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INTERNATIONAL TRADE 
COMMISSION 


{Investigation No. 731-TA-309 (Final)] - 


Butt-Weld Pipe Fittings From Japan; 
import Investigation 


Determination 


On the basis of the record ' developed 
in the subject investigation, the 
Commission unanimously determines, 
pursuant to section 735(b) of the Tariff 
Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1673d(d)), that an 
industry in the United States is 
materially injured by reason of imports 
from Japan of carbon steel butt-weld 
pipe and tube fittings, under 14 inches in 
inside diameter, ? provided for in item 
610.88 of the Tariff Schedules of the 
United States (TSUS), which have been 
found by the Department of Commerce 
to be sold in the United States at less 
than fair value (LTFV). 


Background 


The Commission instituted this 
investigation effective August 11, 1986, 
following a preliminary determination 
by the Department of Commerce that 
imports of butt-weld pipe fittings from 
Japan ® were being sold at LTFV within 
the meaning of section 731 of the Act (19 
U.S.C. 1673). Notice of the institution of 
the Commission’s investigation and of a 
public hearing to be held in connection 
therewith was given by posting copies of 
the notice in the office of the Secretary, 
U.S. International Trade Commission, 
Washington, DC, and by publishing the 
notice in the Federal Register of August 
27, 1986 (51 FR 30557). The hearing was 
held in Washington, DC, on October 28, 
1986, and all persons who requested the 
opportunity were permitted to appear in 
person or by counsel. 

The Commission transmitted its 
determination in this investigation to the 
Secretary of Commerce on January 27, 
1987. The views of the Commission are 
contained in USITC Publication 1943 


! The record is defined in § 207.2{i) of the 
Commission's Rules of Practice and Procedure {19 
CFR 207.2{i)). 

2 For purposes of this investigation, such fittings 
may be finished or unfinished but, if forged, must be 
advanced beyond forging. Such advancements may 
include any one or more of the following: coining, 
heat treatment, shot blasting, grinding, die stamping, 
or painting. Such fittings do not include couplings 
(provided for in TSUS item 610.86). Also excluded 
from the scope of this investigation are induction 
pipe bends classifiable under TSUS item 610.88 
which have at one or both ends tangents that equal 
or exceed 12 inches in length. 

3 The Commission also instituted investigations 
Nos. 731-TA-308 and 310 (Final) concerning imports 


= butt-weld pipe fittings from Brazil.and Taiwan. 
~ The Commission 


mede unanimous affirmative 
ener determinations in those investigations in 
December 1986. 
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(January 1987); entitled “Butt-Weld Pipe 
Fittings From Japan: Determination of 
the Commission in Investigation No. 
731-TA-309 (Final) Under the Tariff Act 
of 1930, Together With the Information 
obtained in the Investigation.” 
Issued: January 29, 1987. 
By order of the Commission. 
Kenneth R. Mason, 
Secretary. 
[FR Doc. 87-2113 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 7020-02-M 


[investigation No. 337-TA-261] 


Certain Ink Jet Printers Employing 
Solid Ink; Notice of Import — 


investigation 
AGENCY: U.S. Internationa! Trade 


ACTION: Institution of investigation 
pursuant to 19 U.S.C. 1337. 


SUMMARY: Notice is hereby given that a 


complaint was filed with the U.S. 
International Trade Commission on 
Docember 23, 1986, pursuant to section 
337 of the Tariff Act of 1930, 19 U.S.C. 
1337, on behalf of E/D Venture, Route 
13, Milford, New Hampshire 03055; 
Exxon Printing Systems, Inc., 1112 
Federal Road, Brookfield, Connecticut 
06804; and Dataproducts Corporation, 
6200 Canoga Avenue, Weodiland Hills, 
California 91365. An amendment to the 

int was filed on January 9, 1987, 
which states that complainant Exxon 
Printing Systems, Inc.’s name has been 
changed to Reliance Printing Systems, 
Inc. The complaint, as amended, alleges 
unfair methods of competition and 
unfair acts in the importation into the 
United States of certain ink jet printers 
employing solid ink, and in their sale, by 
reason of alleged (1) direct and 
contributory infringement of, and 
inducement to infringe, claims 11, 15-17, 
20-23, 4—45, 47, 49, 52-54 and 57-61 of 
U.S. Letters Patent No. 4,631,557; (2) 
direct and contributory infringement of, 
and inducement to infringe, claims 1-5, 
7-9, 11-12, 14-17, and 19-21 of U.S. 
Letters Patent No. 4,593,292; and (3) 
misappropriation of trade secrets. The 
complaint, as amended, further alleges 
that the effect or tendency of the unfair 
methods of competition and unfair acts 
is to destroy or substantially injure an 
efficiently and economically operated, 
domestic industry, or to prevent the 
establishment of such an industry in the 
United States. 

The complainant requests that the 
Conunission institute an investigation 
and, after a full investigation, issue a 
permanent exclusion order and 
permanent cease and desist orders. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Stephen L. Sulzer, Esq., or Regina A. 
Loughran, Esq., Office of Unfair Import 
Investigations, U.S. International Trade 
Commission, telephone 202-523-0419 
and 202-523-1088, respectively. 


Authority 

The authority for institution of this 
investigation is contained in section 
337,0f the Tariff Act of 1930 and in 
§ 210.12 of the Commission's Rules of 
Practice-and Procedure {19 CFR 210.12). 


Scope of Investigation 


Having considered the complaint, the 
U.S. International Trade Commission, on 
January 21, 1987, ordered that— 

(I) Pursuant to subsection {b) of 
section 337 of the Tariff Act of 1930, an 
investigation be instituted .to determine 
whether there is a violation of 
subsection (a) of section 337 in the 
unlawful importation of certain ink jet 
printers employing solid ink into the 
United States,. or in their sale, by reason 
of alleged (1) direct and contributory 
infringement of, and inducement to 
infringe, claims 11, 15-17, 20-23, 44—45, 
47, 49, 52-54 and 57-61 of U.S. Letters 
patent No. 4,631,557; (2) direct and 
contributory infringement of, and 
inducement to infringe, claims 1-5, 7-9, 
11-12, 14-17, and-19-21 of U.S. Letters 
Patent No. 4,593,292; and (3) 
misappropriation of trade secrets, the 
effect.or tendency of which is to destroy 
or substantially injure’an efficiently and 
economically operated domestic 
industry or to prevent the establishment 
of such an industry in the United States; 

(2) For the purpose of the investigation 
so instituted, the following are hereby 
named as parties upon which this notice 
of investigation shall be served: 

(a) The complainants are— 

E/D Venture, Route 13, Milford, New 

Hampshire 03055 
Reliance Printing Systems, Inc., 1112 

Federal Road, Brookfield, Connecticut 

06804 
Dataproducts Corporation, 6200 Canoga 

Avenue, Woodland Hills, California 

91365 

(b} The respondents are the following 
companies, alleged to be in violation of 
section 337, and are the parties upon 
which the complaint and the amendment 
to the complaint are to be served: 
Tokyo Juki Industrial Co., Ltd., 2-1, 

Kokuryo-cho, 8-Chome, Chofu-shi, 

Tokyo, Japan 
Howtek, Inc., 21 Park Avenue, Hudson, 

New Hampshire 03051 

(c) Stephen L. Sulzer, Esq., and Regina 
A. Loughran, Esq., Office of Unfair 
Import Investigations, U.S. International 
Trade Commission, 701 E Street NW., 


Room 124 and Room 126, respectively, 
Washington, DC 20436, shall be the 
Commission investigative attorneys, 
party to this investigation; and 

(3) For the investigation so instituted, 
Janet D. Saxon, Chief Administrative 
Law Judge, U.S. International Trade 
Commission, shall designate the 
presiding administrative law judge. 

Responses must be submitted by the 
named respondents in accordance with 
section 210.21 of the Commission's Rules 
of Practice and Procedure (19 CFR 
210.21). Pursuant to $§ 201.16(d) and 
210.21{a) of the rules (19 CFR 201.16{d) 
and 210.21(a)}, such responses will be 
considered by the Commission if 
received not later than 20 days after the 
date of service of the complaint. 
Extensions of time for submitting 
responses will not be granted unless 
good cause: therefor is shown. 

Failure of a respondent to file a timely 
response to each allegation in the 
complaint, as. amended, and in this 
notice, may be deemed to constitute-a 
waiver of the right to-appear and contest 
the allegations of the complaint and this 
notice, and to authorize the 
administrative law judge and the 
Commission, without further notice to 
the respondent, te find the facts to be as 
alleged in the complaint and this notice 
and to enter both an initial 
determination and a final determination 
containing such findings. 

The complaint and the amendment to 
the complaint, except for any 
confidential information contained 
therein, are available for inspection 
during efficial business hours (8:45 a.m. 
to 5:15 p.m.) in the Office of the 
Secretary, U.S. International Trade 
Commission, 701 E Street NW., Room 
156, Washington, DC 20436, telephone 
202-523-0471. Hearing-impaired 
individuals are advised that 
information, on this matter can be 
obtained by contacting the 
Commission's TDD terminal on 202-724- 
0002. 


Issued: January 29, 1987. 
By order of the Commission. 
Kenneth R. Mason, 


Secretary. 
[FR Doc. 87-2160 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7020-02-M 


[Investigation No. 337-TA-262] 


Certain Hard Sided Molded Luggage 
Cases; Notive of import Investigation 


AGENCY: U.S. International Trade 
Commission. 





3500 


ACTION: Institution of investigation 
pursuant to 19 U.S.C. 1337. 


summary: Notice is hereby given that a 


complaint was filed with the U.S. 
International Trade Commission on 
December 31, 1986, under section 337 of 
the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1337) by 
Samsonite Corporation, 11200 East 
Forty-Fifth Avenue, Denver, Colorado 
80239. The complaint was supplemented 
on January 23, 1987. The complaint, as 
supplemented, alleges unfair methods of 
competition and unfair acts in the 
importation of certain hard sided 
molded luggage cases into the United 
States, and in their sale, by reason of 
alleged (1) common law trademark 
infringement; (2) violation of section 
43(a) of the Lanham Act (15 U.S.C. 
1125(a)); (3) common law passing off; 
and (4) common law unfair competition. 
The complaint further alleges that the 
effect or tendency of the unfair methods 
of competition and unfair acts is to 
destroy or substantially injure an 
industry, efficiently and economically 
operated, in the United States. 

The complainant requests that the 
Commission institute an investigation 
and, after a full investigation, issue a 
permanent exclusion order and 
permanent cease and desist orders. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Juan Cockburn, Esq., Office of Unfair 
Import Investigations, U.S. International 
Trade Commission, telephone 202-523- 
1272. 

AUTHORITY: The authority for institution 
of this investigation is contained in 
section 337 of the Tariff Act of 1930 and 
in § 220.12 of the Commission's Rules of 
Practice and Procedure (19 CFR 210.12). 


Scope of Investigation 


Having considered the complaint, the 
U.S. International Trade Commission, on 
January 27, 1987, ordered that— 

(1) Pursuant to subsection (b) of 
section 337 of the Tariff Act of 1930, an 
investigation be instituted to determine 
whether there is a violation of 
subsection (a) of section 337 in the 
unlawful importation of certain hard 
sided molded luggage cases into the 
United States, or in their sale, by reason 
of alleged (1) common law trademark 
infringement; (2) false representation; (3) 
common law passing off; and (4) 
common law unfair competition, the 
effect or tendency of which is to destroy 
or substantially injure an industry, 
efficiently and economically operated, 
in the United States; 

(2) For the purpose of the investigation 
so instituted, the following are hereby 
named as parties upon which this notice 
of investigation shall be served: 


(a) The complainant is— 

Samsonite Corporation, 11200 East 
Forty-Fifth Avenue, Denver, Colorado 
80239 
(b) The respondents are the following 

companies, alleged to be in violation of 

section 337, and are the parties upon 
which the complaint is to be served: 

Cosmopolitan Trunk and Leather Mfg. 
Co., Ltd., P.O. Box 9-22, Tainan, 
Taiwan 

Echolac Company, Ltd., Seventh Floor, 3 
Tun Hwa South Road, Taipei, Taiwan 

Eminent Enterprise Company, Seventh 
Floor, 197 Nan King East Road, 
Section 4, Taipei, Taiwan 

Dunson Industrial Co., Ltd., 164 Kuang 
Gua Road, Ching Shui Chen, Tai 
Chung Hsien, Taiwan 

The Baltimore Luggage Co., 1919 
Annapolis Road, Baltimore, Maryland 
21230 

Edison Luggage Corp., 1270 Broadway, 
New York, New York 10001 

Tahoe International Inc., 184 Riverdale 
Road, Riverdale, New Jersey 07675 

Akron Industries, Inc., 3401-3411 N.W, 
48th Street, Miami, Florida 33142 
(c) Juan Cockburn, Esq., Office of 

Unfair Import Investigations, U.S. 

International Trade Commission, 701 E 

Street NW., Room 128, Washington, DC 

20436, shall be the Commission 

investigative attorneys, party to this 

investigation; and 

(4) For the investigation so instituted, 
Janet D. Saxon, Chief Administrative 
Law Judge, U.S. International Trade 
Commission, shall designate the 
presiding administrative law judge. 

Responses must be submitted by the 
named respondents in accordance with 
section 210.21 of the Commission's Rules 
of Practice and Procedure (19 CFR 
210.21). Pursuant to §§ 201.16(d) and 
210.21(a) of the rules (19 CFR 201.16(d) 
and 210.21(a)), such responses will be 
considered by the Commission if 
received not later than 20 days after the 
date of service of the complaint. 
Extensions of time for submitting 
responses will not be granted unless 
good cause therefor is shown. 

Failure of a respondent to file a timely 
response to each allegation in the 
complaint and in this notice may be 
deemed to constitute a waiver of the 
right to appear and contest the 
allegations of the complaint and this 
notice, and to authorize the 
administrative law judge and the 
Commission, without further notice to 
the respondent, to find the facts to be as 
alleged in the complaint and this notice 
and to enter both an initial 
determination and a final determination 
containing such ‘findings. 
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The complaint, except for any 
confidential information contained 
therein, is available for inspection 
during official business hours (8:45 a.m. 
to 5:15 p.m.) in the Office of the 
Secretary, U.S. International Trade 
Commission, 701 E Street NW., Room 
156, Washington, DC 20436, telephone 
202-523-0471. Hearing-impaired 
individuals are advised that information 
on this matter can be obtained by 
contacting the Commission’s TDD 
terminal on 202-724-0002. 


Issued: January 29, 1987. 

By order of the Commission. 
Kenneth R. Mason, 
Secretary. 
[FR Doc. 87-2159 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7020-02-M 


[Investigation No. 337-TA-252] 


Certain Heavy Duty Mobile Scrap 
Shears; Commission Decision Not To 
Review an Initial Determination 
Granting a Motion for Summary 
Determination; Termination o7 
Investigation 


AGENCY: US. International Trade 
Commission. 

ACTION: Nonreview of the presiding 
administrative law judge's initial 
determination granting respondents’ 
motion for summary determination on 
the issue of infringement in the above- 
captioned investigation. 


SUMMARY: On November 13, 1986, 
respondents Dudley Shearing Machine 
Manufacturing Co., Ltd. and Dudley 
Shearing, Inc. moved for summary 
determination on the issue of 
infringement (Motion No, 252-7). 
Complainant LaBounty Manufacturing 
Inc. (LaBounty) opposed the motion. On 
December 9, the presiding 
administrative law judge (ALJ) heard 
oral argument on the moton. 

On December 24, 1986, the AL] issued 
an initial determination (ID) granting 
respondents’ motion for summary 
determination and terminating the 
investigation (Order No. 21). In-the ID, 
the AL} determined that respondents 
were not infringing the claims of 
LaBounty’s U.S. patent at issue in the 
investigation. 

After reviewing all of the documents 
regarding this matter, the Commission 
has determined not to review the ID. 
This action terminates the investigation. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Kristian E. Anderson, Esq., Office of the 
General Counsel, U.S. International 
Trade Commission, Washington, DC 
20436, telephone 202-523-0074. ~ 
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Rg Le aie ae 
This action is taken under the 
authority of section(337 of the Tariff Act 
of 1930.{19 U.S.C. 1337} and Commission 


rules 270.53.and 210.54 (19 CFR 210.53, 
210.54). 


Background 

On June 25,1986, LaBounty filed a 
section 337 compliant alleging the 
respondents were violating section 337 
of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1337). 
Specifically, complainant Bergen 
originally alleged that respondents are 
infringing claims 1-22 of U.S. Letters 
patent 4,519,135. On July 30, 1986, the 
Commission instituted the present 
investigation. 51 FR 27261. 


Public Inspection 


Copies of the ID and all other 
nonconfidential documents filed in 
connection with this investigation are 
available for inspection during official 
business hours (8:45 a.m. to 5:15 p.m.).in 
the Office of the Secretary, U.S. 
International Trade Commission, 701 E 
Street, NW., Washington, DC 20436, 
telephone 202-523-0161. Hearing- 
impaired individuals are advised that 
information on this matter can be 
obtained by contacting the 
Commission's TDD terminal on 202-724- 


Issued: January 29, 1987. 

By order of the Commission. 
Kenneth R. Mason, 
Secretary. 
{FR Doc. 87-2161 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 7029-02-M 


[Investigation No. TA-203-16] 


Stainless Steel and Alloy Tool Steel, 
Import investigation 


AGENCY: United States International 
Trade Commission. 

ACTION: Institution of an investigation 
under section 203{i)}(3) of the Trade Act 
of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2253{i)(3)) and 
scheduling of a hearing to be held in 
connection with the investigation. 


sumMARY: Following receipt of a 
petition filed on J 14, 1987 on 
behalf of the Specialty Steel Industry of 
the United States (SSIUS) and the 
United Steelworkers of America (AFL- 
CIO), the United States International 
Trade Commission instituted 
investigation No. TA-203-—16 under 
section 203 of the Trade Act of 1974 for 
the purpose of gathering information in 
order that it might advise the Przsident 
of its judgment as to the prababie 


economic effect on the domestic 
industry concerned of the termination of 
the import relief presently in effect:-with 
respect to stainless or alloy tool steel, 
provided for in items, 606.90, 606.93, 
606.94, 606.95, 607.26, 607.28, 607.34, 
607.46, 607.54, 607.72, 607.76 607.88, 
607.90, 608.26, 608.29, 608.34, 

608.43, 608.49, 608.57, 608.64, and 609.45 
of the Tariff Schedules of the United 
States (TSUS). Such import relief is. 
provided for in Presidential 
Proclamation 5074 of July 19, 1983 (48 FR 
33233) and is. described in items 926.04, 
926.05, 926.12, 926.13, 1926.17, 926.18, 
926.22, and 926.23 of the appendix to the 
TSUS, The relief is scheduled to 
terminate on July 19, 1987, unless 
extended by the President. 

For further information concerning the 
conduct of this investigation, hearing 
procedures, and rules of general 
application, consult the Commission's 
Rules of Practice and Procedure, part: - 
206, subparts’A and B (19 CFR part 206), 
and part 201, subparts A through E (19 
CFR Part 201). 

EFFECTIVE DATE: January 27, 1987. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Judith C. Zeck (202-523-0339}, Office of 
Investigations, U.S. International Trade 
Commission, 701 E Street NW., 
Washington, DC 20436. Hearing- 
impaired individuals are advised that 
information.on this matter can be 
obtained by contacting the 
Commission's TDD terminal on 202-724— 
0002. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
Participation in the investigation.— 
Persons wishing to participate in the 
investigation as parties must file an 
entry of appearance with the Secretary 
to the Commission, as provided in 

§ 201.11 of the Commission's rules {19 
CFR 201.11), not later than twenty-one 
(21) days. after publication of this notice 
in the Federal Register. Any entry of 
appearance filed after this date will be 
referred to. the Chairman, who will 
determine whether to accept the late 
entry for good cause shown by the 
person desiring to file the entry. 

Service list—Pursuant to § 201.11(d) 
of the Commission's rules {19 CFR 
201.11{d)), the Secretary will prepare a 
service list containing the names and 
addresses of all persons, or their 
representatives, who are parties to this 
investigation upon. the expiration of the 
period for filing entries of appearance. 
In accordance with § 201.16{c) of the 
rules (19 CFR 201.16{c)), each document 
filed by a party to the investigation must 
be served on all other parties to the 
investigation (as identified by the 
service list}, and a certificate. of service: 
must accompany the document. The 


Secretary will not accept a document for 
filing without a-certificate of service. 

Hearing.—The Commission will hold 
a hearing in connection with this 
investigation beginning at 9:30 a.m. on 
April 2, 1987, at the U.S. International 
Trade Commission Building, 701 E Street 
NW., Washington, DC. Requests to 
appear at the hearing should be filed in 
writing with the Secretary to the 
Commission not later than the close of 
business (5:15 p.m.) on March 13, 1987. 
All persons desiring to appear at the 
hearing and make oral presentations, 
with the exception of public officials 
and persons not represented by counsel, 
should file prehearing briefs and attend 
a prehearing conference to be held at 
9:30 a.m. on March 18, 1987, in room 117 
of the U.S. International Trade 
Commission Building. The deadline for 
filing prehearing briefs in March 27, 
1987. Posthearing briefs must be 
submitted not later than the close of 
business. on April 9, 1987. Confidential 
material should be filed in accordance 
with the procedures described below. 

Parties are encouraged to limit their 
testimony at the hearing fo a 
nonconfidential summary and analysis 
of material contained in prehearing 
briefs and to information not available 
at the time the prehearing brief was 
submitted. Any written materials 
submitted at the hearing must be filed in 
accordance with the procedures 
described below and any confidential 
materials must be submitted at least 
three (3) working days prior to the 
hearing (see § 201.6(b}{2) of the 
Commission’s rules (19 CFR 201.6{b{2})). 

Written submissions.—As mentioned, 
parties to this investigation may file 
prehearing and posthearing briefs by the 
dates shown above. In addition, any 
person who has entered an appearance 
as a party to the investigation may 
submit a written statement of 
information pertinent to the subject of 
the investigation on or before April 9, 
1987. A signed original and fourteen (14) 
copies of each submission must be filed 
with the Secretary to the Commission in 
accordance with § 201.8 of the 
Commission's rules (19 CFR.201.8). All 
written submissions except for 
confidential business data will be 
available for public inspection during 
regular business hours (8:45 a.m. to 5:15 
p.m.) in the Office of the Secretary to the 
Commission. 

Any business information for which 
confidential treatment is desired shall 
be submitted separately.. The envelope 
and all pages. of such submissions must 
be clearly labeled “Confidential 
Business Information.” Confidential 
submissions and requests for 
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confidential treatment must conform 
with the requirements of § 201.6 of the 
Commission's rules (19 CFR 201.6). 
‘Authority: This investigation is being 
conducted under the authority of section 
203 of the Trade Act of 1974. This notice 
is published pursuant to § 201.10 of the 
Commission's rules (19 CFR 201.10). 
Issued: January 29, 1987. 
By order of the Commission. 
Kenneth R. Mason, 
Secretary. 
|FR Doc. 87-2162 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7020-02-M 


[investigation No. 337-TA-250] 


Certain Ventilated Motorcycle 
Helmets; Initial Determination 
Terminating Respondents on the Basis 
of Settlement Agreement 


AGENCY: International Trade 
Commission. 

ACTION: Notice is hereby given that the 
Commission has received an initial 
determination from the presiding officer 
in the above-captioned investigation 
terminating the following respondents 
on the basis of a settlement agreement: 
Marushin Kogyo Company, Ltd. 
(Marushin) and Hoppe & Associates, 
Inc. (Hoppe). 





SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This 
investigation is being conducted 
pursuant to section 337 of the Tariff Act 
of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1337). Under the 
Commission’s rules, the presiding 
officer's initial determination will 
become the determination of the 
Commission thirty (30) days after the 
date of its service upon the parties, 
unless the Commission orders review of 
the initial determination. The initial 
determination in this matter was served 
upon the parties on January 30, 1987. 


Copies of the initial determination, the 


settlement agreement, and all other 
nonconfidential documents filed in 
connection with this investigation are 
available for inspection during official 
business hours (8:45 a.m. to 5:15 p.m.) in 
the Office of the Secretary, U.S. 
International Trade Commission, 701 E 
Street NW., Washington, DC 20436, 
telephone 202-523-0161. Hearing 
impaired individuals are advised that 
information on this matter can be 
obtained by contacting the 
Commission's TDD terminal on 202-724- 
0002. 

Written comments: Interested persons 
may file written comments with the 
Commission concerning termination of 
the aforementioned respondents. The 
original and 14 copies of all such 
comments must be filed with the 


Secretary to the Commission, 701 E 
Street NW., Washington, DC 20436, no 
later than 10 days after publication of 
this notice in the Federal Register. Any 
person desiring to submit a document 
(or portion thereof) to the Commission in 
confidence must request confidential 
treatment. Such requests should be 
directed to the Secretary to the 
Commission and must include a full 
statement of the reasons why 
confidential treatment should be 
granted. The Commission will either 
accept the submission in confidence or 
return it. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Ruby J. Dionne, Office of the Secretary, 
U.S. International Trade Commission, 
telephone 202-523-0176. 


Issued: January 30, 1987. 

By order of the Commission. 
Kenneth R. Mason, 
Secretary. 
[FR Doc. 87-2166 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7020-02-M 


{Investigation No. 337-TA-250] 


Certain Ventilated Motocycle Helmets; 
Initial Determination Terminating 
Respondents on the Basis of 
Settlement Agreement 


AGENCY: International Trade 
Commission. 

ACTION: Notice is hereby given that the 
Commission has received an initial 
determination from the presiding officer 
in the above-captioned investigation 
terminating the following respondents 
on the basis of a settlement agreement: 
Shoei Kako Co., Ltd and Shoei Safety 
Helmets Corporation (Shoei). 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This 
investigation is being conducted 
pursuant to section 337 of the Tariff Act 
of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1337). Under the 
Commission's rules, the presiding 
officer's initial determination will 
become the determination of the 
Commission thirty (30) days after the 
date of its service upon the parties, 
unless the Commission orders review of 
the initial determination. The initial 
determination in this matter was served 
upon the parties on January 30, 1987. 
Copies of the initial determination, the 
settlement agreement, and all other 
nonconfidential documents filed in 
connection with this investigation are 
available for inspection during official 
business hours (8:45 a.m. to 5:15 p.m.) in 
the Office of the Secretary,.U.S. 
International Trade Commission, 701 E 
Street NW., Washington, DC 20436, 
telephone 202-523-0161. Hearing 
impaired individuals are advised that 
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information on this matter can be 
obtained by contacting the .. . 
Commission's TDD terminal on 202-724- 
0002. 

Written comments; Interested persons 
may file written comments with the 
Commission concerning termination of 
the aforementioned respondents. The 
original and 14 copies of all such 
comments must be filed with the 
Secretary to the Commission, 701 E 
Street, NW., Washington, DC 20436, no 
later than 10 days after publication of 
this notice in the Federal Register. Any 
person desiring to submit a document 
(or portion thereof) to the Commission in 
confidence must request confidential 
treatment. Such requests should be 
directed to the Secretary to the 
Commission and must include a full 
statement of the reasons why 
confidential treatment should be 
granted. The Commission will either 
accept the submission in confidence or 
return it. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Ruby J. Dionne, Office of the Secretary, 
U.S. International Trade Commission, 
telephone 202-523-0176. 


Issued: January 30, 1987. 

By order of the Commission. 
Kenneth R. Mason, 
Secretary. 


[FR Doc. 87-2167 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7020-02-M 


[Investigation No. 731-TA-337 (Final)] 


Certain Paint Filters and Strainers 
From Brazil 


AGENCY: United States International 
Trade Commission. 


ACTION: Institution of a final 
antidumping investigation 


sumMaARY: The Commission hereby gives 
notice of the institution of final 
antidumping investigation No. 731-TA- 
337 (Final) under section 735(b) of the 
Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1673(b)) to 
determine whether an industry in the 
United States is materially injured, or is 
threatened with material injury, or the 
establishment of an industry in the 
United States is materially retarded, by 
reason of imports from Brazil of 
disposable paint filters and strainers of 
paper, containing cotton gauze, provided 
for in item 256.90 of the Tariff Schedules 
of the United States (TSUS), of cotton 
gauze, containing paper, provided for in 
TSUS item 386.53, or of man-made 
fibers, provided for in TSUS item 389.62, 
which have been found by the 
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Department of Commerce, in a . 
preliminary-determination, to be sold in 
the United States at less than fair value 
(LTFV). The Commission ‘will make its 
final injury determination within forty- 
five days after notification of 
Commerce's final determination (see 
sections 735{a) and’735(b) of the act (19 
U.S.C. (1673d{a) and 1673d{b))). te 

For further information concerning the 
conduct of this investigation, hearing 
procedures, and rules of general 
application, consult the Commission's 
rules of practice and procedure, part 207, 
subparts A and C (19 CFR part 207), and 
part 201, subparts A through E (19 CFR 
part 201). 


EFFECTIVE DATE: December 30, 1986. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Brian Walters (202-523-0104), Office of 
Investigations, U.S. International Trade 
Commisison, 701 E Street NW., 
Washington, DC 20436. Hearing- 
imparied individuals may obtain 
information on this matter by contacting 
the Commission's TDD terminal on 202- 
724-0002. Information may also be 
obtained via electronic mail by 
assessing the Office of Investigations’ 
remote bulletin board system for 
personal computers at 202-523-0103. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Background.—This investigation is 
being instituted as a result of an 
affirmative preliminary determination 
by the Department of Commerce (51 FR 
47037, Dec. 30, 1986) that imports of 
certain paint filters and strainers from 
Brazil are being sold in the United 
States at.less than fair value within the 
meaning of section 731 of the act (19 
U.S.C. 1637). The.investigation was 
requested in a petition filed on July 15, 
1986, by the Louis M. Gerson Co., Inc., 
Middleboro, Massachusetts. In response 
to that petition the Commission 
conducted a preliminary antidumping 
investigation and, on the basis of 
information developed during the course 
of that investigation, determined that 
there was a reasonable indication that 
an industry in the United States was 
materially injured by reason of imports 
of the subject merchandise (51 FR 32257, 
September 15, 1986). 

Participation in the investigation.— 
Persons wishing to participate in this 
investigation as.parties must file an 
entry of appearance with the Secretary 
to the Commission, as provided in 
§ 201.11 of the Commission’s rules (19 
CFR 201.11), not later than twenty-one 
(21) days after the publication of this 
notice in the Federal Register. Any entry 
of appearance filed after this date will 
be referred-to the: Chairman, who will 
determine whether to accept the late 


entry for good cause shown by the 
person desiring to file the entry. 

Service list:—Pursuant to § 201.11(d) 
of the Commission's rules (19 CFR 
201.11(d)), the Secretary will prepare a 
service list containing the names and: 
addresses:of all persons, or their 
representatives, who are parties to this 
investigation upon.the expiration of the 
period for filing entries of appearance. 
In accordance with §§ 201.16(c) and 
207.3 of the rules (19 CFR 201.16{c) and 
207.3), each doucment filed by a party to 
the investigation must be served on all 
other parties to the investigation (as 
identified by the service list), and a 
certificate of service must accompany 
the document. The Secretary will not 
accept-a document for filing without a 
certificate of service. 

Hearing, staff report, and written 
submissions.—The Commission will 
hold-a hearing in connection with this 
investigation at the U.S. International 
Trade Commission Building, 701 E Street 
NW., Washington, DC; the time and date 
of the hearing will be announced at a 
later date. A public version of the 
prehearing staff report in this 
investigation will be placed in the public 
record prior to the hearing, pursuant to 
§ 207.21 of the Commission's rules (19 
CFR 207.21) The dates for filing 
prehearing and posthearing briefs and 
the date for filing other written 
submissions will also be announced at a 
later date. 

Authority. This investigation-is being 
conducted under authority of the Tariff Act of 
1930, title VII. This notice is published 
pursuant to § 207.20 of the Commission's 
rules (19 CFR 207.20). 

Issued: January 29, 1987. 

By order of the Commission. 

Kenneth R. Mason, 

Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 87-2164 Filed 2-3-87;8:45am] 
BILLING CODE 7020-02-M 


INTERSTATE COMMERCE 
COMMISSION 


[Docket No. AB-55 (Sub-No. 192] 


CSX Transportation, Inc.; 
Abandonment in Mecklenburg County, 
Va, and Warren County, NC; Findings 


The Commission has issued a 
certificate authorizing CSX 
Transportation, Inc., to abandon its 
18.79-mile rail line between Meredith, 
VA (Milepost S=79.61), and Norlina, NC 
(milepost S-98.4) in Mecklenburg 
County, VA, and Warren County, NC. 
The abandonment certificate will 
become effective.30 days after this 
publication unless the: Commission also 
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finds that: (1) A financially responsible 
person has offered financial assistance 
(through subsidy or purchase) to enable 
the rail service to be continued; and (2) 
it is likely that the assistance would 
fully compensate the railroad. 

Any financial assistance offer must be 
filed with the Commission and served 
on the applicant no later than 10 days 
from publication of this Notice. The 
following notation shall be typed in bold 
face: “Rail Section, AB-OFA.” Any offer 
previously made must be remade within 
this 10-day period. 

Information and procedures regarding 
financial assistance for continued rail 
service are contained in 49 U.S.C. 10905 
and 49 CFR 1152. 


Decided: January 29, 1987. 

By the Commission, Chairman Gradison, 
Vice Chairman Lamboley, Commissioners 
Sterrett, Andre, and Simmons. Vice Chairman 
Lamboley dissented with a separate 
expression. 

Noreta R. McGee, 

Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 87-2333 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7035-01-M 


NUCLEAR REGULATORY 
COMMISSION 


State of Illinois; Staff Assessment of 
Proposed Agreement Between the 
NRC and the State of Illinois 


[Editorial Note: The following document 
was originally published at page 2309 in the 
issue of Wednesday, January 21, 1987. The 
document is. being republished at the request 
of the agency.] 


AGENCY: Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission. 


ACTION: Notice of proposed agreement 
with State of Illinois. 


summary: Notice is hereby given that 
the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
is publishing for public comment the 
NRC staff assessment of a proposed 
agreement received from the Governor 
of the State of Illinois for the assumption 
of certain of the Commission's 
regulatory authority pursuant to section 
274 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as 
amended. Comments are requested on 
the:public health and safety aspects of 
the proposal. 

A staff assessment of the State’s 
proposed program for control over 
sources of radiation is set forth below as 
supplementary information to this 
notice. A copy of the proposed 
agreement, program narrative, including 
the referenced appendices, applicable 
State legislation and Illinois regulations, 
is available for public inspection in the 





Commission's public document room at 
1717 H Street NW., Washington, DC, the 
Commission's Region III Office, 799 
Roosevelt Road, Building No. 4, Glen 
Ellyn, Illinois, and the Hlinois 
Departinent of Nuclear Safety, 1035 
Outer Park Drive, Springfield, Iinois. 
Exemptions from the Commission's 
regulatory authority, which would 
implement this proposed agreement, 
have been published in the Federal 
Register and codified as Part 150 of the 
Commission's regulations in Title 10 of 
the Code of Federal Regulations. 

DATE: Comments must be received on or 
before January 30, 1987 * , 

ADDRESSES: Written comments may be 
submitted to the Rules and Procedures 
Branch, Division of Rules and Records, 
Office of Administration, U.S. Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission, Washington, 
DC 20555, Comments may also be 
delivered to Room 4000, Maryland 
National Bank Building, Bethesda, 
Maryland from 8:15 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. 
Monday through Friday. Copies of 
comments received may be examined at 
the NRC Public Document Room, 1717 H 
Street NW., Washington DC. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Joel O. Lubeneu, Office of State 
Programs, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission, Washington, DC 20555, 
telephone: 301-492-9887. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
Assessment of Proposed Hlinois 
Program to Regulate Certain Radioactive 
Materials Pursuant to section 274 of the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended. 

The Commission has received a 
proposal from the Governor of flinois 
for the State to enter into an agreement 
with the NRC whereby the NRC would 
relinguish and the State would assume 
certain regulatory authority pursuant to 
section 274 of the Atomic Energy Act of 
1954, as amended, 

Section 274e of the Atomic Energy Act 
of 1954, as amended, requirés that the 
terms of the proposed agreement be 
published for public comment once each 
week for four consecutive weeks, 
Accordingly, this notice will be 
published four times in the Federal 
Register. 


I. Background 


A. Section 274 of the Atomic Energy 
Act of 1954, as amended, provides a 
mechanism whereby the NRC may 
transfer to the States certain regulatory 
authority over agreement materials ! 


* The Nuclear Regulatory Commission revised the 
deadline for comments to February 20, 1987, in a 
document published et page 2309 in the issue of 
Wednesday, january 21, 1987, 

1 A. Bypreduct materials es defined in 11e{1) 


when a State desires to assume this 
authority and the Governor certifies that 
the State has an adequate regulatory 
program, and when the Commission 
finds that the State’s program is 
compatible with that of the NRC and is 
adequate to protect the public health 
and safety, Section 274g directs the 
Commission to cooperate with the 
States in the formulation of standards 
for protection against radiation hazards 
to assure that State and Commission 
programs for radiation protection will be 
coordinated and compatible. Further, 
section 274j provides that the 
Commission shall periodically review 
such agreements and actions taken by 
the States under the agreements to 
ensure compliance with the provisions 
of this section. 

B. In a letter dated October 2, 1986, 
Governor James P. Thompson of the 
State of Illinois requested that the 
Commission enter into an agreement 
with the State pursuant to section 274 of 
the Atomic Enengy Act of 1954, as 
amended. The Governor certified that 
the State of Ilinois has a program for 
control of radiation hazards which is 
adequate to protect the public health 
and safety with respect to the materials 
within the State covered by the 
proposed agreement, and that the Stete 
of Illinois desires to assume r tory 
responsibility for such materials, The 
text of the proposed agreement is shown 
in Appendix A. 

The specific authority requested is for 
(1) byproduct material as defined in 
section 11e,{1) of the Act, (2) source 
material, (3) special nuclear material in 
quantities not sufficient to form a 
critical mass and (4) permanent disposal 
of low-level waste containing one or 
more of the foregoing materials but not 
containing uranium and thorium mill 
tailings (byproduct material as defined 
in section 11e.(2) of the Act. The State 
does not wish to assume authority over 
uranium recovery activities. The State, 
however, reserves the right to apply at a 
future date to NRC for an amended 
agreement to assume authority in this 
area. The nine articles of the proposed 
agreement cover the following areas: 

I. Lists the materials covered by the 
agreement, 

Il, Lists the Commission's continued 
authority and responsibility for certain 
activities. 

HI. Allows for future amendment of 
the agreement. 

IV. Allows for certain regulatory 
changes by-the Commission. 


B. Byproduct materials as defined in 11¢{2) 

C. Source materials; and 

D. Special nuclear materials in quantities not 
sufficient to form a critical mass 


Federal Register / Vol. 52, No. 23 / Wednesday, February 4, 1987 / Notices 


V. References the continued 
authority of the Commission for 
common defense and security for 
safeguard purposes. 

VL Pledges the best efforts of the 
Commission and the State to achieve 
coordinated and compatible programs. 

VII. Recognizes reciprocity of 
licenses issued by the respective 
agencies. 

Vill. Sets forth criteria for 
termination or suspension of the 
agreement. 

IX. Specifies the effective date of 
the agreement. 

C. Ill. Rev. Stat. 1985, ch. 127, par. 
63b17, the enabling statute for the 
Illinois Department of Nuclear Safety 
authorizes the Department to issue 
licenses to, and perform inspections of, 
users of radioactive materials under the 
proposed agreement and otherwise 
carry out a total radiation control 
program. Illinois regulations for 
radiation protection were adopted on 
September 25, 1986 under authority of 
the enabling statute and provide 
standards, licensing, inspection, 
enforcement and administrative 
procedures for agreement and non- 
agreement materials, Pursuant to 
§ 330.360 the regulations will apply to 
agreement materials on the effective 
date of the agreement. The regulations 
provide for the State to license and 
inspect users of naturally-occurring and 
accelerator-produced radioactive 
materials. 

D. Illinois is one of two States with a 
cabinet-level agency devoted 
exclusively to radiation safety and 
control. Mlinois’ role in radiation safety 
is traceable to 1955 when the [linois 
General Assembly created the Atomic 
Power Investigating Commission, The 
Ilinois Department of Nuclear Safety 
Program provides a comprehensive 
program encompassing radiation 
protection regulation for radioactive 
materials and machine produced 
radiation, lasers, low-level radioactive 
waste management, surveillance of 
transportation of radioactive materials 
and environmental! radiation, 
coordination of State government 
functions concerning nuclear power and 
emergency preparedness. 

E. The proposed illinois Agreement 
will cover several unique facets. It will 
include (1) regulation of a low-level 
waste disposal site which is no longer 
accepting low-level radioactive waste 
for disposal (Sheffield), (2) regulation of 
a new regional low-level waste disposal 
factlity, (3} regulation of one of only two 
licensed uranium conversion plants in 
the United States (Allied-Chemical) and 
(4) assumption of regulatory 
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responsibility for off-site source material 
resulting from operation of the Kerr- 
McGee West Chicago Rare Earths 
Facility (including such material which 
is, or may be, stored on the Kerr-McGee 
site). Jurisdiction over the tailings 
materials at this site (by-product 
material as defined by section 11e(2) of 
the Act) will remain-with NRC. The 
State's proposed programs for low-level 
radioactive waste disposal and the 
Allied Chemical plant are assessed 
under Criteria nos. 9, “Radioactive 
Waste Disposal” and 20 “Personnel.” 
The disposition of the regulatory 
responsibility for the Kerr-McGee 
radioactive materials resulting from the 


Allied Chemical’s plant would be 
transferred to Hlinois. The Allied 
Chemical plant is one of 2 plants in the 
United States licensed to convert 
uranium “yellowcake” to UFs. NRC staff 


The NRC staff assessment finds the 
proposed Illinois program will provide 
adequately for public health and safety. 
The Atomic Energy Act,.as amended, 
however, states that such agreements 


the Agreement will be made by the 
Commission concurrent with its decision 
on the Hlinois request for an Agreement. 


Il. NRC Staff Assessment of Proposed 
lilinois Pregram for Control of 
Agreement Materials 


Reference: Criteria for Guidance of 
States and NRC in Discontinuance of 
NRC Regulatory Authority and 
Assumption Thereof by States Through 
Agreement.? 

Objectives 

1. Protection. A State regulatory 

program shall be designed to protect the 


health and safety of the people against 
radiation hazards. 


2 NRC Statement of Policy published in the 
Federal Register January 23, 1981 {46 FR 7540-7546), 
a correction was published July 16, 1981 (46 FR 
36969) and a revision of Criterion 9 published in the 
Federal Register july 21, 1983 (48 FR 33376). 


Based upon the analysis of the State's 
proposed regulatory program the staff 
believes the flinois proposed regulatory 
program for agreement materials is 
adequately designed to protect the 
health and safety of the public against 
radiation hazards. 

Reference: Illinois Program Statement, 
Application for Agreement State Status. 


Radiation Protection Standards 


2. Standards. The State regulatory 
program shall adopt a set of standards 
for protection against radiation which 
shall apply to byproduct, source and 
special nuclear materials in quantities 
not sufficient to form a critical mass. 

Statutory authority te formulate and 
promulgate rules for controlling 
exposure to sources of radiation is 
contained in the enabling statute. In 
accordance with that authority, the 
State adopted radiation control 
regulations on September 25, 1986 which 
include radiation protection standards 
which would apply to byproduct, source 
and special nuclear materials in 
quantities not sufficient to form a 
critical mass upon the effective date of 
an agreement between the State and the 
Commission pursuant to section 274b of 
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as 
amended. 

Reference: 32 ILL. ADM. CODE Parts 
310, 320, 330, 340, 341, 350, 351, 370, 460 
and 601. 

3. Uniformity in Radiation Standards. 
It is important to strive for eae in 
technical definitions and 
particularly as related to such things as 
units of measurement and radiation 
dose. There shall be uniformity on 
maximum permissible doses and levels 
of radiation and concentrations of 
radioactivity, as fixed by 10 CFR Part 20 
of the NRC regulations based on 
officially approved radiation protection 
guides. 

Technical definitions and terminology 
contained in the Illinois Radiation 
Control Regulations including those 
related to units of measurement and 
radiation doses are uniform with those 
contained in 10 CFR Part 20. 

Reference: 32 ILL. ADM. CODE 310.20, 


3410.20, 350.30, 351.30, 370.20, and 601.20. - 


4. Total Occupational Radiation 
Exposure. The regulatory authority shall 
consider the total occupational radiation 
exposure of individuals, including that 
from sources which are not regulated by 


it. 

The Illinois regulations cover all 
sources of radiation within the State’s 
jurisdiction and provide for 
consideration of the total radiation 
exposure of individuals from all sources 
of radiation in the possession of a 
licensee or registrant. 


Reference: 32 ILL. ADM. CODE 
340.1010 to 340.1060. 

5. Surveys, Monitoring. Appropriate 
surveys and personnel monitoring under 
the close supervision of technically 
competent people are essential in 
achieving radiological protection and 
shall be made in determining 
compliance with safety regulations. 

The Illinois requirements for surveys 
to evaluate potential exposures from 
sources of radiation and the personnel 
monitoring requirements are uniform 
with those contained in 10 CFR Part 20. 
Additionally, for personnel dosimeters 
(except extremity dosimeters and pocket 
ionization chambers} that require 
processing, the accreditation criteria in 
the January 1, 1985 revision of 15 CFR 7b 
and in American National Standards 
Institute N13.11-1983, 1983 edition, must 
be met. 

References: 32 ILL. ADM. CODE 
340.2010, 340.2020 and 340.2070. 

6. Labels, Signs, Symbols. it is 
desirable to achieve uniformity in 
labels, signs, and symbols, and the 
posting. thereof. However, it is essential 
that there be uniformity in labels, signs, 
and symbols affixed to radioactive 
products which are transferred from 
person to person. 

The prescribed radiation labels, signs 
and symbols are uniform with those 
contained in 10 CFR Parts 20, 30 thru 32 
and 34. The Hlinois posting requirements 
are-also uniferm with those of Part 20. 

References:.32 ILL. ADM. CODE 
330.220(g), 330.220{i), 330.280{d), 
330.280[g}, 340.2030 and .2040, 350.1050. 

7. Instruction. Persons working in or 
frequenting restricted areas shall be 
instructed with respect to the health 
risks associated with exposure to 
radioactive materials and in precautions 
to minimize exposure. Workers shall 
have the right to request regulatory 
authority inspections as per 10 CFR 19, 
Section 19.16 and to be represented 
during inspections as specified in 
Section 19.14 of 10 CFR 19. 

The Hlinois regulation contain 
requirements for instruction and notices 
to workers that are uniform with those 
of 10 CFR Part 19. 

Reference: 32 ILL. ADM. CODE Part 
400. 

8. Storage. Licensed radioactive 
material in storage shall be secured 
against unauthorized removal. 

The Illinois regulations contain a 
requirement for security of stored 
radioactive material. 

Reference: 32 ILL ADM. GODE 
340.2060. 

9. Radioactive Waste Disposal. (a) 
Waste disposal by material users. The 
standards for the disposal of radioactive 
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materials into the air, water dnd.sewer, 
and burial in the soil shall:be in 
accordance with 10 CFR Part 20. 
Holders of radioactive material desiring 
to release or dispose of quantities or 
concentrations of radioactive materials 
in excess of prescribed limits shall be 
required to obtain special permission 
from the appropriate regulatory 
authority. 

Requirements for transfer of waste for 
the purpose of ultimate disposal at a 
land disposal facility (waste transfer 
and manifest system) shall be in 
accordance with 10 CFR Part 20. 

The waste disposal standards shall 
include a waste classification scheme 
and provisions for waste form, 
applicable to waste generators, that is 
equivalent to that contained in 10 CFR 
Part 61. ’ ; 

(b) Land Disposal of waste received 
from other persons. The State shall 
promulgate regulations containing 
licensing requirements for land disposal 
of radioactive waste received from other 
persons which are.compatible with the 
applicable technical definitions, 
performance objectives, technical 
requirements and applicable supporting 
sections set forth in 10 CFR Part 61. 
Adequate financial arrangements (under 
terms established by regulation) shall be 
required of each waste disposal site 
licensee to ensure sufficient funds for 
decontamination, closure and 
stabilization of a disposal site. In 
addition, Agreement State financial 
arrangements for long-term monitoring 
and maintenance of a specific site must 
be reviewed and approved by the 
Commission prior to relieving the site 
operator of licensed responsibility 
(section 151(a)(2), Pub. L. 97—425). 

The Illinois regulations contain 
provisions relating to the disposal of 
radioactive materials into the air, water 
and sewer and burial in soil which are 
essentially uniform with those of 10 CFR 
Part 20. Waste transfer and manifest 
system requirements for transfer of 
waste for ultimate disposal at a land 
disposal facility are included in the 
Illinois regulations. The waste disposal 
requirements include a waste 
classification scheme and provisions for 
waste form equivalent to that in 10 CFR 
Part 61. 

The Illinois regulations provide for 
land disposal of low—level radioactive 
waste received from other persons 
which are compatible with the 
applicable technical definitions, 
performance objectives, technical 
requirements and supporting sections 
set out in 10 CFR Part 61. The. Illinois 
regulations include provisions for 
financial arrangements for 
decontamination, closure and 


stabilization: Under the Nuclear Waste 
Policy Act of 1982 (Pub. L. 97—425) the 
financial arrangements for long-term 
monitoring and maintenance at specific 
sites in Illinois will be subject to 
Commission review and approval prior 
to Illinois relieving the site operator of 
licensed responsibility. 

References: 32 ILL. ADM. CODE 
340.1060, 340.3010 to 340. 3110, Part 601; 
Section 151(a)(2), Pub. L. 97-425. 

10. Regulations Governing Shipment 
of Radioactive Materials. The State 
shall to the extent of its jurisdiction 
promulgate regulations applicable to the 
shipment of radioactive materials, such 
regulations to be compatible with those 
established by the U.S. Department of 
Transportation and other agencies of the 
United States whose jurisdiction over 
interstate shipment of such materials 
necessarily continues. State regulations 
regarding transportation of radioactive 
materials must be compatible with 10 
CFR Part 71. 

The Illinois regulations are uniform 
with those contained in NRC regulations 
10 CFR Part 71. 

References: 32 ILL. ADM. CODE Part 
341. 

11. Records and Reports. The State 
regulatory program shall require that 
holders and users of radioactive 
materials (a) maintain records covering 
personnel radiation exposures, radiation 
surveys, and disaposals of materials; {b) 
keep records of the receipt and transfer 
of the materials; (c) report significant 
incidents involving the materials, as 
prescribed by the regulatory authority; 
(d) make available upon request of a 
former employee a report of the 
employee's exposure to radiation; (e) at 
request of an employee advise the 
employee of his or her annual radiation 
exposure; and (f) inform each employee 
in writing when the employee has 
received radiation exposure in excess of 
the prescribed limits. 

The Illinois regulations require the 
following records and reports licensees 
and registrants: 

(a) Records covering personnel 
radiation exposures, radiation surveys, 
and disposals of materials. 

(b) Records of receipt and transfer of 
materials. 

(c) Reports concerning incidents 
involving radioactive materials. 

(d) Reports to former employees of 
their radiation exposure. 

(e) Reports to employees of their 
annual radiation exposure. 

(f) Reports to employees of radiation 
exposure in excess of prescribed limits. 

Reference: 32 ILL. ADM. CODE 310.40, 
340.4010, 340.4030, 340.4050 and 400.130. 

12. Additional Requirements and 
Exemptions. Consistent with the overall 
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criteria here enumerated and to 
accommodate special cases and 
circumstances, the State regulatory ~ 
authority shall be authorized in 
individual cases to impose additional 
requirements to protect health and 
safety, orto grant necessary exemptions 
which will not jeopardize health and 
safety. 

The Illinois Department of Nuclear 
Safety is authorized to impose upon any 
licensee or registrant by rule, regulation, 
or order such requirements in addition 
to those established in the regulations as 
it deems appropriate or necessary to 
minimize danger to public health and 
safety or property. 

Reference: 32 ILL. ADM. CODE 310.70. 
The Department may also grant such 
exemptions from the requirements of the 

regulations as it determines are 
authorized by law and will not result in 
undue hazard to public health and 
safety or property. 

Reference: 32 ILL. ADM. CODE 310.30. 


Prior Evaluation of Uses of Radioactive 
Materials 


13. Prior Evaluation of Hazards and 
Uses, Exceptions. In the present state of 
knowledge, it is necessary in regulating 
the possession and use of byproduct, 
source and special nuclear materials 
that the State regulatory authority 
require the submission of information 
on, and evaluation of, the potential 
hazards and the capability of the user or 
possessor prior to his receipt of the 
materials. This criterion is subject to 
certain exceptions and to continuing 
reappraisal as knowledge and 
experience in the atomic energy field 
increase. Frequently there are, and 
increasingly in the future there may be, 
categories of materials and uses as to 
which there is sufficient knowledge to 
permit possession and use without prior 
evaluation of the hazards and the 
capability of the possessor and.-user. 
These categories fall into two groups— 
those materials and uses which may be 
completely exempt from regulatory 
controls, and those materials and uses 
in which sanctions for misuse are 
maintained without pre-evaluation of 
the individual possession or use. In 
authorizing research and development 
or other activities involving multiple 
uses of radioactive materials, where an 
institution has people with extensive 
training and experience, the State 
regulatory authority may wish to 
provide a means for authorizing broad 
use of materials without evaluating each 
specific use. 

Prior to the issuance of 4 specific 
license for the use of radioactive 
materials, the Illinois Department of 
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Nuclear Safety will require the 
submission of information on, and will 
make an evaluation of, the potential 
hazards of such uses, and the capability 
of the applicant. 

References: 32 ILL. ADM. CODE 
330.240 to 330.340 and Part 601; Illinois 
Program Statement, Sections II.B.1(a)(1) 
“Licensing,” II.C.1(a)(3) “Regulating 
Low-Level Waste Disposal” and IIIB. 
“Licensing.” 

Provision is made for the issuance of 
general licenses for byproduct, source 
and special nuclear materials in 
situations where prior evaluation of the 
licensee's qualifications, facilities, 
equipment and procedures are not 
required. The regulations grant general 
licenses under the same circumstances 
as those under which general licenses 
are granted in the Commission's 
regulations. 

References: 32 ILL. ADM. CODE 
330.210 and 330,220. 

Provision is made for exemption of 
certain source and other radioactive 
materials and devices.containing 
radioactive materials. The exemptions 
for materials covered by the Agreement 
are the same as those granted by NRC 
regulations. 

References: 32 ILL. ADM. CODE . 
330.30 and 330.40. 

14. Evaluation Criteria. In evaluating 
a proposal to use radioactive materials, 
the regulatory authority shall determine 
the adequacy of the applicant's facilities 
and safety equipment, his training and 
experience in the use of the materials 
for the purpose requested, and his 
proposed administrative controls. States 
should develop guidance documents for 
use by license applicants. This guidance 
should be consistent with NRC licensing 
and regulatory guides for various 
categories of licensed activities. 

In evaluating a proposal to use 
agreement materials, the Illinois 
Department of Nuclear Safety will 
determine that: 

(1) The applicant is qualified by 
reason of training and experience to use 
the material in question for the purpose 
requested in accordance with the 
regulations in such a manner as to 
minimize danger to public health and 
safety or property; 

(2) The applicant's proposed 
equipment, facilities, and procedures are 
adequate to minimize danger to public 
health and safety or property; and 

(3) The issuance of the license will not 
be inimical to the health and safety of 
the public. ee 

Other special requirements for the 
issuance of specific licenses are 
contained in the regulations, 

References: 32 ILL, ADM. CODE 
330.250 to 330.280 and Part-601; Illinois 


Program Statement, Sections II.B.1.a(1) 
“Licensing” II:C.1.(a) “Low-Level 
Radioactive Waste Management” and 
IlI.B “Licensing.” 

15. Human Use. The use of radioactive 
materials and radiation on or in humans 
shall not be permitted except by 
properly qualified persons (normally 
licensed physicians) possessing 
prescribed minimum.experience in the 
use of radioisotopes or radiation. 

The Illinois regulations require that 
the use of radioactive materials 
(including sealed sources) on or in 
humans shall be by a physician having 
substantial experience in the handling 
and administration of radioactive 
material and, where applicable, the 
clinical management of radioactive 
patients. 

Reference: 32 ILL. ADM. CODE 
330.260(a), (b), and (c). i 


Inspection 


16. Purpose, Frequency. The 
possession and use of radioactive 
materials shall be subject to inspection 
by the regulatory authority and shall be 
subject to the performance of tests, as 
required by the regulatory authority. 
Inspection and testing is conducted to 
determine and to assist in obtaining 
compliance with regulatory 
requirements. Frequency of inspection 
shall be related directly to the amount 
and kind of material and type of 
operation licensed, and it shall be 
adequate to insure compliance. 

Illinois materials licensees will be 
subject to inspection by the Department 
of Nuclear Safety. Upon instruction from 
the Department, licensees shall perform 
or permit the Department to perform 
such reasonable tests and surveys as the 
Department deems appropriate or 
necessary. The frequency of inspections 
is dependent upon the type and scope of 
the licensed activities and will be at 
least as frequent as inspections of 
similar licensees by NRC. Generally, 
inspections will be unannounced. 

References: 32 ILL. ADM. CODE 
310.50, 310.60, 310.70 and 400.140(a); 
Illinois Program Statement, Section 
II.B.1.(a)(2) “Inspection and 
Compliance,” Section III.C, “Inspection 
and Enforcement” and Section IV.C., 
“Division of Responsibilities.” 

17. Inspections Compulsory. Licensees 
shall be under obligation by law to 
provide access to inspectors. 

Illinois regulations state that licensees 
shall afford the Department at all 
reasonable times opportunity to inspect 
sources of radiation and the-premises 
and facilities wherein such sources of 
radiation are used or stored. 

Reference: 32 ILL. ADM. CODE 310.50. 
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18. Notification of Results of 
Inspection. Licensees are entitled to be 
advised of the results of inspections and 
to notice as to whether or not they are in 
compliance. 

Following Department inspections, 
each licensee will be notified in writing 
of the results of the inspection. The 
letters and written notices indicate if the 
licensee is in compliance and if not, list 
the areas of noncompliance. 

Reference: Illinois Program Statement, 
Section II.B.1.{a)(2): “Inspection and 
Compliance,” Section III.C, “Inspection 
and Enforcement” and Section IV.C., 
“Division of Responsibilities.” 


Enforcement 


19. Enforcement. Possession and use 
of radioactive materials should be 
amenable to enforcement through legal 
sanctions, and the regulatory authority 
shall be equipped or assisted by law 
with the necessary powers for prompt 
enforcement. This may include, as 
appropriate, administrative remedies 
looking toward issuance of orders 
requiring affirmative action or 
suspension or revocation of the right to 
possess and use materials, and the 
impounding of materials; the obtaining 
of injunctive relief; and the imposing of 
civil or criminal penalties. 

The Illinois Department of Nuclear 
Safety is equipped with the necessary 
powers for prompt enforcement of the 
regulations. Where conditions exist that 
create a clear presence of a hazard to 
the public health that requires 
immediate action to protect human 
health and safety, the Department may 
issue orders to reduce, discontinue or 
eliminate such conditions. The 
department actions may also include 
impounding of radioactive material, 
imposition of a civil penalty, revocation 
of a license, and requesting the State 
Attorney General to seek injunctions 
and convictions for criminal violations. 

References: 32 ILL. ADM. CODE 
310.70, 310.80, 310.90, 330.500; Ill. Rev. 
Stat. 1985, ch. 111%, pars. 219, 222, 223 
and 224; Illinois Program Statement, 
Section II.B.1.(a)(2), “Inspection and 
Compliance,” Section III.C, “Inspection 
and Enforcement” and Section IV.C., 
“Division of Responsibilities.” 


Personnel 


20. Qualifications of Regulatory and 
Inspection Personnel. The regulatory 
agency shall be staffed with sufficient 
trained personnel. Prior evaluation of 
applications for licenses or 
authorizations and inspection of 
licensees must be conducted by persons 
possessing the training and experience 
relevant to the type and level of 





radioactivity in the proposed use tobe — 
evaluated and inspected. = = 

To perform the functions involved in 
evaluation and inspection, it is desirable 
that there be personnel educated’and 
trained in the physical and/or life 
sciences, including biology, chemistry, 
physies and engineering, and that the 
personnet have had training and 
experience in radiation protection. The 
person who will be responsible for the 
actual performance of evaluation and 
inspection of all of the various uses of 
byproduct, source and special nuclear 
material which might come to the 
regulatory body should have substantial 
training and extensive experience in the 
field of radiation protection. 

It is recognized that there will also be 
persons in the program performing a 
more limited function in evaluation and 
inspection. These persons will perform 
the day-to-day work of the regulatory 
program and deal with both routine 
situations as well as some which will be 
out of the ordinary. These people should 
have a bachelor’s degree or equivalent 
in the physical or life sciences, training 
in health physics, and approximately ' 
two years of actual work experience in 
the field of radiation protection. 

The foregoing are considered 
desirable qualifications for the staff who 
will be responsible for the actual 
performance of evaluation and 
inspection. in addition, there will 
probably be trainees associated with the 
regulatory program who will have an 
academic background in the physical or 
life sciences as well as varying amounts: 
of specific training in radiation 
protection but little or no actual work 
experience in this field. The background 
and specific training of these persons 
will indicate to some extent their 
potential role in the regulatory program. 
These trainees, of course; could be used 
initially to evaluate and inspect those 
applications of radioactive materials 
which are considered routine or more 
standardized from the radiation safety 
standpoint, for example, inspection of 
industrial gauges, small research 
programs, and diagnostic medical 
programs, As they gain experience and 
competence in the field, the trainees 
could be used progressively to deal with 
the more complex or difficult types of 
radioactive material applications. It is 
desirable that such trainees have a 
bachelor's degree or equivalent in the 
physical or life sciences and specific 
training in radiation protection. In 
determining the requirement for 
academic training of individuals ‘in-all of 
the: foregoing categories, proper 
consideration should be given 'to 
equivalent competency which has been 


gained-by appropriate technical and ~ 
radiation'protection experience. ~~ 

It is recognized that radioactive 
materials and their-uses are-so varied 
that the evaluation and inspection 
functions will require skills and 
experience in the different disciplines 
which will not always reside in one 
person. The regulatory authority should. 
have the composite of such skills either 
in its employ or at its command, not 
only for routine functions, but also for 
emergency cases. 

a. Radioactive Materials Program. 

i. Personnel. 

There are approximately 890 NRC 
specific licenses in the State of Illinois. 
Under the proposed agreement, the 
State would assume responsibility for 
about 800 of these licenses. The 
Department's Division of Nuclear - 
Materials is currently staffed with 13 
professiona] persons and has.one 
vacancy. Including the Manager of the 
Office of Radiation Safety {in which the: 
Division of Nuclear Materials is 
located), four individuals will be 
assigned management and supervisory 
duties in the materials p 
Exclusive of the low-level: radioactive 
waste regulatory program-and the 
regulatory oversight for a uranium 
conversion plant (discussed below) we 
estimate the State will need to apply 
between 7.9 to 12 staff-years of 
professional effort to the radioactive 
materials program. Illinois will apply 
about 14.4 staff-years to this program. 
The personnel together with summaries 
of their assigned responsibilities, 
training and experience are as follows 
(except as noted percentage of time 
devoted to the radioactive materials 
program will be 90% or more): 

Terry R. Lash: Director, Illinois 
Department of Nuclear Safety, 
Governor's Designated Liaison to NRC. 
(10% of time devoted to materials 
program). 

Training: 

Ph.D.—Yale University (1970) 
—Molecular Biophysics and 

Biochemistry, Yale University 
M.Ph.—Molecular Biophysics and 

Chemistry ~ 
—Yale University (1967) 

B.A.—Reed College {1965) 
—Physics Major 

Experience: 
1984—Present: Director, Hlinois 

Department of Nuclear Safety 
1983—1984: Deputy Director, Illinois 

Department of Nuclear Safety 
1983—1983: Independent Consultant 


1982—1983: Science Director, Scientists’ © 


Institute for Public Information, New 
York City © * 
1981—1982: Independent Consultant: ' 
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1980—1981; Director, Science arid Public 
Policy, The Keystone Center, Dillon. 
Colorado 

1972—1980: Staff Scientist, Natural 
Resources Defense Council, San 
Francisco, California 

1970—1972: Postdoctoral Research 
Fellow, Yale University Medical 
School, New.Haven, Connecticut 
Paul D. Eastvold: Manager, Office of 

Radiation Safety. Responsible for | 

managing the programs, functions and 

activities of four technical divisions: 

Nuclear Materials, Electronic Products, 

Radiologic Technologist Accreditation 

and Medical Physics (33% of time 

devoted to materials program). 
Training: 

B.S.—University. of Iowa (1970) 

—General Science/Nuclear Medicine 
Technology 

“Special Topics in Licensing: 
Contingency Plans,” US NRC, San 
Francisco, CA (1986) 

“Impact of Proposed Changes to 10 CFR 
20,” Technical Management Services, 
Inc., Gaithersburg, Maryland (1986) 

“Large Irradiation Radiation Safety 
Workshop,” US NRC, New Jersey 
(1985) 

“Incinertion of Radioactive Material 
Workshop,” University of California 
(1984) 

“Transportation of Radioactive 
Materials,” US NRC, Illinois (1983) 

“Recognition, Evaluation, and Control of 
Non-lonizing Radiation,” US Dept. of - 
Labor, Hlinois (1981) 

“Inspection Procedures,” US NRC, 
Illinois (1980) 

“Safety Aspects of Industrial 
Radiography,” US NRC, Louisiana 
(1980) 

“Quality Assurance in Nuclear 
Medicine,” US FDA, Maryland (1979) 

“Health Physics in Radiation 
Accidents,” Oak Ridge Associated 
Universities, Tennessee (1979) 

“Laser Safety Seminar,” US Food and 
Drug Admin., Wisconsin (1979) 

“Radiological Response Operations 
Training Course,” US NRC, Nevada 
(1978) 

“Radiopharmacies—Problems and 
Solutions,” Univ. of Southern 
California, California (1978) 

“Radiological Emergency Response 
Planning Course,” US NRC, Minnesota 
(1977) 

“Health Physics and Radiation 
Protection,” US NRC, Tennessee 
(1977) } 

“Fundamentals of ‘Non-lonizing } 

Radiation Protection,” U.S. Food and ° * 

Drug Administration, Maryland (1973) 
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“Licensing Course—Byproduct, Source, 

. and Special Nuclear Materials,” US 
NRC, Maryland (1972) 

Experience: 

1980—Present: Illinois Department of 
Nuclear Safety 

1971—1980: Illinois Department of Public 
Health, Division of Radiological 
Health 

1970—1971: University of lowa 
Radiation Protection Office 
Michael Ewan: Chief, Division of 

Nuclear Materials. Manages the 

Division including supervision of staff 

and establishment of program 

objectives. 
Training: 

M.A.—Sangamon State University , IL 
(1980) 

—Business Administration 

B.S.—University of Iowa (1971) 

—General Science/Nuclear Medicine 
Technology 

“Uranium and Thorium: A Perspective 

_on the Hazard,” Radiation Safety 
Associates, Inc., Springfield, Illinois 
(1986) 

“Special Topics in Licensing: 
Contingency Plans,” US NRC, San 
Francisco, CA (1986) 

“Incineration Basics,” Univ. of 
California, Irvine, Charlotte, N.C. 
(1986) 

“Basic Supervision,” Keye Productivity 
Center, Springield, Illinois (1986) 

“Impact of Proposed Changes to 10 CFR 
20,” Technical Management Services, 
Inc., Gaithersburg, Maryland (1986) 

“Transportation of Radioactive 
Materials,” US DOE, Illinois (1985) 

“Technical Writing,” Richmond Staff 
Development, Illinois (1985) 

“Health Physics and Radiation 
Protection,” Oak Ridge Associated 

_ Universities, Tennessee (1985) 

“Gas and Oil Well Logging,” US NRC, 
Texas (1984) 

“Licensing Practices and Procedures,” 

_ US NRC, Maryland (1984) 

“Transportation of Radioactive 
Materials,” US NRC, Illinois (1983) 

“Current Applications of Nuclear 
Imaging,” Siemens Gammasonics, Inc., 
Illinois (1981) ; 

“Nuclear Cardiology,” Univ. of 
Wisconsin, Wisconsin (1980) 
Experience: 

1982-Present: Illinois Department of 
Nuclear Safety 

1973-1982: St. John’s Hospital, 
Springfield, Illinois 

1981: Lincoln Land Community College, 
Springfield, Illinois (Instructor) 

1973-1977: Nuclear Medicine Institute, 
Ohio (Affiliate Instructor) - 

: 1971-1973: Wesley Medical Center, 

Kansas . 


Jou-Guang (Joe) Hwang: Licensing 
Section Head, Division of Nuclear 
Materials. Responsible for supervising 
the review of radioactive material 
license applications. 

Training: 

Ph.D.—Purdue University (1985) 

—Health Physics 

MSPH—University of South Carolina 
(1981) 

—Industrial Hygiene and Environmental 
Quality Assessment 

B.S.—National Taiwan University (1978) 

—Pharmacy 

“Uranium and Thorium: A Perspective 
on the Hazard,” Radiation Safety 
Associates, Inc., Springfield, Illinois 
(1986) 

“External Dosimetry,” Health Physics 
Society, State College, Pennsylvania 
(1986) 

“Introduction to Licensing Practices and 
Procedures,” US NRC, Bethesda, 
Maryland (1986) 

“Medical Uses of Radionuclides for 
State Regulatory Personnel,” US NRC, 
Oak Ridge Tennessee (1986) 
Experience: 

1986-Present: Illinois Department of 
Nuclear Safety 

1983-1986: Purdue University, Graduate 
Teaching Instructor, School of 
Pharmacy, Nursing and Health 
Sciences 

1980-1982: Purdue University, Graduate 
Research Instructor, School of Health 
Sciences 

1980-1981: University of South Carolina, 
Graduate Teaching Assistant, 
Department of Environmental Health 
Sciences 

1980-1980: University of South Carolina, 
Graduate Research Assistant, 
Department of Environmental Health 
Sciences 

1978-1979: The Church of Taipei, 
Minister, Taipei, Taiwan 

1978-1979; Yun-Fu Pharmaceutical Ltd., 
Pharmacist, Taipei, Taiwan 

1977-1977: National Taiwan University, 
Hospital, Pharmacy Intern, Taipei, 
Taiwan 

1977-1977: Pfizer Pharmaceutical 
Company, Assistant Pharmacist 
(Intern), Tan-Shui, Taiwan ROC 
Y. David La Touche: Radioactive 

Materials License Reviewer, Division of 

Nuclear Materials. Performs reviews of 

radioactive material license applications 

and performs inspections of radioactive 
materials licensees. 

Training: 

Ph.D.—Oregon State University (1981) 

—Radiation Biology 

M.S.—Oregon State University (1978) 

—Biological Science 

B.S.—Concordia University, Montreal, 
Canada (1976) 


—Biology 

“Special Topics in Licensing: 
Contingency Plans,” US NRC, San 
Francisco, CA (1986) 

“Health Physics and Radiation 
Protection,” US NRC, Oak Ridge, 
Tennessee (1986) 

“Uranium and Thorium: A Perspective 
on the Hazard,” Radiation Safety 
Associates, Inc., Springfield, Illinois 
(1986) 

“Introduction to Licensing Practices and 
Procedures,” US NRC, Bethesda, 
Maryland (1986) 

Experience: 

1986—Present: Illinois Department of 
Nuclear Safety 

1982-1986: Oregon State University, 
Corvallis, Oregon Research Associate 

1979-1981: Oregon State University, 
Corvallis, Oregon Graduate Research 
Associate 

1977-1979: Oregon State University, 
Corvallis, Oregon Graduate, Teaching 
Assistant 
Yu-Ann Stephen Hsu: Radioactive 

Materials License Reviewer, Division of 

Nuclear Materials. Performs reviews of 

radioactive material license applications 

and performs inspections of radioactive 
materials licensees. 
Training: 

M.S.—Old Dominion University (1982) 

—Norfolk, Virginia 

—Physics 

B.S.—Tam Kang college of Arts and 
Sciences 

—Physics 

“Introduction to Air Toxics,” US EPA, 
Kansas City, Missouri (1985) 

“Health Physics and Radiation 
Protection,” US NRC, Oak Ridge, 
Tennessee (1984) 

“Safety Aspects of Industrial 
Radiography for State Regulatory 
Personnel,” US NRC, Baton Rouge, 
Louisiana (1984) 

“Cobalt Teletherapy Calibration,” US 
NRC, Houston, Texas (1984) 


“Medical Use of Radionuclides for State 


Regulatory: Personnel,” US NRC, 
Tennessee (1984) 

“Gas and Oil Well-Logging for State 
Regulatory Personnel,”:US NRC, 
(1983) 

“Hazardous Waste Management,” Old 
Dominion University, Virginia Beach, 
Virginia (1982) 

“Inspection Procedures,” US NRC, 
Atlanta, Georgia (1986) 

Experience: 

1986—Present Illinois Department of 
Nuclear Safety 

1985—1986: Iowa Electric Light & Power 
Company, Cedar Rapids, Iowa, 
Radiological Engineer 
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1982—1985: Kansas Department-of 
Health and Envirenment, Topeka, 
Kansas, Radiation Control Inspector 

1981—1982: Eastern Virginia Medical 
Authority, Norfolk, Virginia, Assistant 
Radiation Safety Officer 

1980—1981: Eastern Virginia Medical 
Authority, Norfolk, Virginia, Radiation 
Safety Research Technician 

1979—1980: Old Dominion University 
Norfolk, Virginia, Research Assistant 
Steve Meiners: Radioactive Materials 

License Reviewer, Division of Nuclear 

Materials. Performs reviews of 

radioactive material license applications 

and performs inspections of radioactive 
materials licensees. 
Training: 

M.S.—University of Arkansas for 
Medical Sciences (1985) 

—Radiation Health Physics 

B.A.—Harding University (1981) 

—Biology 

“Medical Uses of Radionuclides for 
State Regulatory Personnel,” US NRC, 
Oak Ridge, Tennessee (1986} 
Experience: 

1985—1985: Texas Tech University, 
Radiation Safety Officer 

1984—1984: University of Arkansas, 
Graduate Assistant 

1981—1984: University of Ankansas, 
Laboratory Technologist 

1981—1983: University of Arkansas, 
Aquatic Ecologist 

1980—1981: Harding University, 
Teaching Assistant 
Sheryl O. Soderdahi: Support 

Services Section Head, Division of 

Nuclear Materials. Responsible for the 

Division's data processing system and 

registration program, assists in license 

reviews and inspections, assists in 
review and revision of regulations and 
standards and serves as the 

Department's Radiation Safety Officer. 
Training: 

B.S.—Purdue University, Indiana (1980) 

Health Physics 

“Inspection Procedures,” US NRC, 
Atlanta, Georgia (1985) 

“Writing for Results," Sangamon State 
University, Springfield, Illinois (1985) 

“Introduction to Licensing Practices and 
Procedures,” US NRC, Washington, 
D.C. (1985) 

“Environmental Health Practices,” 
University of Massachusetts, 
Amherst, Massachusetts (1982) 
Experience: 

1985—Present: Illinois Department of 
Nuclear Safety 

1980—1985: University of 
Massachusetts, Department of 
Environmental Health and Safety, 
Amherst, Massachusetts, Staff Health 
Physicist 


1979—1979: Fermi National Accelerator 
Laboratory, Proton Department, 
Batavia, Illinois 
Bruce J. Sanza: inspection and 

Enforcement Section Head, Division of 

Nuclear Materials. Manages the 

inspection and enforcement program. 
Training: 

M.S.—Texas A & M University (1985) 

—Nuclear Engineering (Health Physics) 

B.S.—University of Virginia (1979) 

—Nuclear Engineering 

“Uranium and Thorium: A Perspective 
on the Hazard,” Radiation Safety 
Associated, Springfield, Illinois {1986) 

“Inspection Procedure,” US NRC, 
Atlanta, Georgia (1986) 

“Gas & Oil Well Logging for Regulatory 
Personnel,” (Accepted for attendance 
at November, 1986 course, Houston, 
Texas) 

Experience: 

1986—Present: Illinois Department of 
Nuclear Safety 

1983—1986: Texas A & M University, 
Health Physicist, College Station, 
Texas 


_ 1980—1983: Carolina Power & Light 


Company, Radiation Control 
Specialist, Hartsville, South Carolina 
George E. Merrihew: Radioactive 

Materials.License Inspector. Performs 

reviews of radioactive materials license 

applications and performs inspections of 
radioactive materials licensees. 
Training: 

M.A:—Sangamon State University (1972) 

—Biology/Psychology 

B.A.—Sangamon State University (1971) 

—Biology/Psychology 

A.A.—Springfield, College in Ilinois 
(1969) 

—General Secience 

“Radiological Emergency Response 
Operation,” FEMA, Las Vegas, 
Nevada (1986} 

“Medical Uses of Radionuclides,” US 
NRC, Oak Ridge, Tennessee (1986) 

“Gas and Well Logging for Regulatory 
Personnel,”” US NRC, Houston, Texas 
(1985) 

‘Radioactive Material Training Course: 
Hazardous Material Regulations of 
the United States Department of 
Transportation,” Chicago, Illinois 
(1985) 

“Safety Aspects of Industrial 
Radiography,” US NRC, Baton Rouge, 
Louisiana (1985) 

“Introduction to Licensing Practices and 
Procedures,” US NRC, Bethesda, 
Maryland (1984) 

“Inspection Procedures,” US NRC, 
Atlanta, Georgia (1984) 

‘Health Physics and Radiation 
Protection,” US NRC, Oak Ridge. 
Tennessee (1984) 
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“Radiation Protection Technology,” 
Rockwell International, Energy 
Systems Group (1983) 

“Transportation of Nuclear Materials,” 
US NRC Illinois (1983) 

“Executive Development Academy,” 
Illinois Department of Personnel, 
Illinois (1981) 

“ANS Cobol Course,” (1980); “Basic 
Systems Analysis: (1980); “General 
Introduction to Statistical Package for 
the Social Sciences” (1979): “DP 
Concepts” (1979); “IMS Environment 
Course” (1979); “Easytrieve/IMS 
Class” (1979); “Basics in Easytrieve,” 
State of Illinois Data Processing 
Training Center (1977) 

“Air Pollution Control Orientation,” US 
EPA (1978) 

“Community Hygiene,” US HEW, 
Georgia (1978) 

University of Mlinois, School of Clinical 
Medicine, (1974) 

University of Illinois, School of Basic 
Medical Sciences (1973) 

Experience: 

1983-—Present: Illinois Department of 
Nuclear Safety 

1974-1983: Hlinois Department of Public 
Health, Division of Engineering: 

1971-1972: Sangamon State University. 
Department of Biology, Graduate 
Assistant 

1965-1967: Memorial Medical Center, 
Clinical Laboratory 
Lori Kim Podolak: Radioactive 

Materials License Inspector. Performs 

reviews of radioactive materials license 

applications and performs inspections of 
radioactive materials licensees. 
Training: © 

M.S,—University of Lowell (1986) 

—Radiological Sciences 

B.S.—Kentucky Wesleyan College (1984) 

—Physics 
Experience: 

1986-Present: Illinois Department of 
Nuclear Safety 

1984-1986: University of Lowell 

1985: Brookhaven National Laboratory 

1983: Oak Ridge National Laboratory 
Andrew S. Gulczynski: Chicago 

Inspection and Enforcement Section 

Head, Division of Nuclear Materials. 

Supervises Chicago office materials 

license inspectors. 
Training: 

B.S—Northeastern Illinois University 
(1981) 

—Biology 

“Five Week Health Physics and 
Radiation Protection Course,” US 
NRC; Oak Ridge, Tennessee (1986) 

“Internal Dose Assessment,” Technical 
Management Services, Inc., Illinois 
(1985) 
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“Transportation of Radioactive 
Materials,” US DOE, Chicago, Illinois 
(1985) 

“Medical Uses of Radionuclides for 
State Regulatory Personnel,” US NRC, 
Oak Ridge, Tennessee (1984) 

“Safety Aspects of Industrial 
Radiography for State Regulatory 
Personnel,” US NRC, Baton Rouge, 
Louisiana (1983) 

“Inspection Procedures for State 
Regulatory Personnel,” US NRC, 
Atlanta, Georgia (1983) 

“Radiological Emergency Response 
Operations,” FEMA, Las Vegas, 
Nevada (1983) 

Experience: 

1985—Present: Illinois Department of 
Nuclear Safety 

1982-1985: Kansas Department of Health 
and Environment, Bureau of Radiation 
Control, Topeka, Kansas, 

1981-1982; Argonne National 
Laboratory, Argonne, Illinois 

1977-1981: Northeastern Illinois 
University, Chicago, Illinois 
John D. Papendorf: Radiocative 

Materials License Inspector. Performs 

reviews of radiactive materials license 

applications and performs inspections of 
radioactive materials licensees. 


Training: 
N.M.T.—Oak Park Hospital (1975) 
—Nuclear Medicine Technologist 


Certification 

R.T.—Hines V.A. Hospital (1972) 

—X-Ray Technologist Certification 

A.S.—Central YMCA College (1972) 

“Inspection of Transportation of 
Radioactive Materials,” U.S. NRC, 
Glen Ellyn, Illinois (1985) 

“Nuclear Transportation for State 
Regulatory Personnel,” US NRC, 
Columbia South Carolina (1984) 

“Hazardous Materials Training Course,” 
U.S. DOE, Chicago, Illinois (1983) 

“Radiation Safety,” Northwestern 
University, Evanston, Illinois (1982) 

“Radiation Therapy Workshop, Medical 
Linear Accelerators,” US Public 
Health Service, Chicago, Hlinois (1981) 

“Acceptance Testing of Radiological 
Imaging Equipment,” American 
Association of Physicists in Medicine, 
American College of Radiology and 
Society for Radiological Engineering, 
Chicago, Illinois (1981) 

“Safety Aspects of Industrial 
Radiography for State Programs,” US 
NRC, Baton Rouge, Louisiana (1981) 

“Inspection Procedures,” US NRC, Glen 
Ellyn, Illinois (1980) 

“Quality Assurance in Nuclear Medicine 
Departments,” US Food and 
Administration, Rockville, Maryland 
(1979) 

“Radiological Emergency Response 
Operations Training Course for State 


and Local Government Emergency 
Preparedness Personnel,” FEMA, Las 
Vegas, Nevada {1979) 

“Special Procedures on CT Scanners” 
US Public Health service, Chicago, 
Illinois (1976) 

“Radiological Workshop,” US Public 
Health Service, Chicago, Illinois (1976) 

Experience: 

1980—Present: Illinois Department of 
Nuclear Safety 

1976-1980: Illinois Department of Public 
Health, Division of Radiological 
Health 

1973-1976: Oak Park Hospital, Nuclear 
Medicine Technologist, Oak Park, 
Illinois 

1972-1973: Oak Park Hospital, X-Ray 
Technologist, Oak Park, Illinois 


Robin Gehrhardt Bauer: Radioactive 
Materials License Inspector. Performs 
reviews of radioactive materials license 
applications and performs inspections of 
radioactive materials licensees. 


Training: 

M.S.—Emery University (1985) 

—Radiological Physics 

B.S.—University of Miami (1983) 

—Biology 

“Health Physics and Radiation 
Protection,” US NRC, Oak Ridge, 
Tennessee (1986) 
Experience: 

1966—Present: Illinois Department of 
Nuclear Safety 

1985-1985: Georgia Baptist Hospital, 
Internship, Medical Physics, Atlanta, 
Georgia 

1985-1985: Emory University, X-Ray, 
Nuclear Medicine, Calibration, 
Atlanta, Georgia 

19893-1984: Loyola University, Research 


Technician, Maywood, Illinois 


Joanne B. Kark: Radioactive Materials 
License Inspector. Performs reviews of 
radioactive materials license 
applications and performs inspections of 
radioactive materials licensees. 

Training: 

Graduate work toward M.S.—Colorado 

State University (1985) 

—University of Tennessee (1982) 
—Health Physics 

B.S.—Villanova University (1975) 
—Biology 

Certificate—St. Joseph’s Hospital and 

Medical Center School of Nuclear 

Medicine Technology Paterson, New 

Jersey (1977) 

“Inspection Procedures,” US NRC, 

Atlanta, Georgia (1986) 


Experience: 


1986—Present: Illinois Department of 
Nuclear Safety 


1981-1984: Oak Ridge Nationa! 
Laboratory, Health and Safety 
Research Division, Senior Laboratory 
Technician 

1979-1981: Oak Ridge National 
Laboratory, Biology Division, 
Biological Technician 

1977-1979: Radiology Associates, Albert 
Einstein: Medical Center, No. Division, 
Nuclear Medicine Technologist. 

1976-1977: SpectroChem Laboratories, 
Inc., Analytical Chemistry Technician 
John W. Cooper: Manager, Office of 

Environmental Safety. Provides 

technical support to the Division of 

Nuclear Materials on an as needed 

basis. 
Training: 


Ph.D—University of lowa (1971) 

—Radiation Biology 

M.S.—University of lowa (1968) 

—Pharmacy 

B.S.—Drake University (1960) 

—Pharmacy 

“Industrial Ventilation Systems,” OSHA 
Training Institute, Illinois (1983) 

“Respirator Safety for CSHO's,” OSHA 
Training Institute, Illinois (1982) 
Experience: 

1981—Present: Hlinois Department of 
Nuclear Safety 

1975-1981: U.S. Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission, Region Ill, Inspector and 
license reviewer 

1971-1975: Allegheny General Medical 
Center, Radiation Biology Laboratory 

1964-1971: University of Iowa, Radiation 
research and teaching 
Apparao Devata: Chief, Division of 

Medical Physics. Provides technical 

support to the Division of Nuclear 

Materials on an as needed basis. 
Training: 

Ph.D.—University of New Orleans 
(1975) —Physics 

M.S.—University of New Orleans 
(1972)—Physics 

MSc.—Andhra University (1968)— 
Applied Physics 

BSc.—Andhra Loyola College {1965)— 
Mathematics 
Experience: 

1985-Present: Illinois Department of 
Nuclear Safety 

1985: Medical Physics Consultant 

1983-1985: St. James Hospital Medical 
Center, Chicago Heights, Illinois, 
Medical physicist 

1975-1983: St. Joseph's Hospital, Elgin, 
Illinois, Medical physicist 

1975:.Mt. Sinai Hospital, Chicago, 
Illinois, Medical physicist 

VA Hines Hospital, Hines, Illinois, 
Medical physicist 

1969-1975: University of New Orleans 
Research and teaching 
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Reference: Illinois Program Statement, 
Section Ill, “Implementation of the 
Agreement State Program for Materials 
Licenses,” Section IV.A.3, “Staff 
Requirements” and Appendix 5, 
“Current Agreement State Staff 
Positions: Byproduct Material, Source 
Material and Special Nuclear Materials 
in Quantities Not Sufficient to Form a 
Critical Mass.” 


b. Regulatory Oversight of Uranium 
Conversion Plant 


i. Personnel 


There are two plants in the United 
States which convert natural uranium 
oxide (yellowcake) to uranium 
hexafluoride. These activities are 
conducted pursuant to source materials 
licenses issued by the NRC. Under the 
proposed Agreement, the source 
material license for the Allied Chemical 
uranium conversion facility located in 
Metropolis will be transferred to 
Illinois.* The Office of Radiation Safety, 
Division of Nuclear Materials will be 
responsible for regulatory oversight with 
technical support from the Offices of 
Environmental Safety and Nuclear 
Facility Safety. Overall IDNS will 
commit 0.6 full-time equivalent 
professionals effort to this program. Key 
staff assigned to this program together 
with summaries of their duties and 
training and experience are: 


(a) Staff previously identified in the 
materials program (Section 20.a) 


Jou-Guang (Joe) Hwang, Y. David La 
Touche, Bruce J. Sanza, John W. Cooper. 


(b) Other IDNS staff: 


Lih-Ching Chu: Chief, Division of 
Radiochemistry Laboratories, Office of 
Environmental Safety. Supervises 
analytical support for all Department 
programs. Provides technical support in 
radiochemistry and radioanalysis. 

Training: 

Ph.D—Washington University (1981)— 

Chemistry 
M.A.—Washington University (1981)— 

Chemistry 
M.S.—East Texas State University 

(1976)—Chemistry 
B.S.—Tamkang College of Arts and 

Sciences (1971)—Chemistry 
“Vax Applications Manager,” Canberra 

Industries, Inc., CT, 1984 
“Introduction to S-90-VMS Apogee 

System Operations,” Canberra 

Industries, Inc., CT, 1984 


Experience: 


“The Commission is considering whether 
continued NRC regulation of the Allied Chemical 
Plant is necessary in the interest of the common 
defense and security of the United States. 


1984—Present: Illinois Department of 
Nuclear Safety ; 

1981-1984: Illinois Department of Energy 
and Natural Resources 

1976-1981: Washington University, St. 
Louis, Missouri 

1974-1976: East Texas State University, 
Commerce, Texas 

1973-1974: Young-Ho Middle School, 
Young-Ho, Taiwan, ROC 

1971-1973: Military Service, Taiwan, 
ROC 
David A. Filler: Assistance Chief, 

Division of Radiochemistry 

Laboratories, Office of Environmental 


Safety. Provides radiochemistry. support. 


Training: 

Ph.D.—University of Michigan, (1976)— 
Biochemistry 

M.S.—University of Michigan, (1973)— 
Biochemistry 

B.S.—Purdue University (1969)— 
Chemistry 

“Vax Applications Manager,” Canberra 
Industries, Inc., Connecticut (1984) 

“Introduction to S-90-VMS Apogee 
System Operations,” Canberra 
Industries, Inc., Connecticut (1984) 

“Auditor Training,” Gilbert/ 
Commonweath (1984) 

“Radiological Monitor,” Indiana 
Department of Civil Defense and 
Emergency Management (1983) 

“Radiochemistry for State Regulatory 
Personnel,” NRC (1983) 

“Radiological Monitoring; Sampling and 
Analysis of Nuclear Facilities,” US 
DOE (1983) 

“Radiological Emergency Response 
Training for State Government 
Emergency Preparedness Personnel,” 
FEMA/US DOE (1982) 

Experience: 
1984—Present: Illinois Department of 

Nuclear Safety 
1981-1984: Indiana State Board of 

Health, Radiochemistry Lab, 

Indianapolis, Indiana 
1977-1981: Indiana University Medical 

Center, Indianapolis, Indiana 
1976-1977: St. Jude Children’s Research 

Hospital, Memphis, Tennessee 

James F. Scheweitzer: Health 
Physicist, Office of Environmental 
Safety. Serves as a specialist in 
environmental monitoring and will 
provide technical support and guidance 
in this area. 

Training: 

Ph.D.—Purdue University (1985)— 
Environmental Toxicology 
M.S.—Purdue University (1981)—Health 

Physics 
B.S.—Randolph-Macon College (1976)— 

Biology 


_ Environmental.Laws and Compliance 


Course 
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Short Course: Uranium and Thorium: A 
Perspective on the Hazard (1986) 


Experience: 


1986-Present: Illinois Department of 
Nuclear Safety 

1985-1986: Purdue University, Office of 
Radiological and Chemical Control 

1980-1980: Purdue University, Office of 
Radiological and Chemical Control 
Michael H. Momeni: Chief, Low-Level 

Waste Siting Section, Office of 

Environmental Safety. Provides 

radiological and environmental support 

for the Office of Environmental Safety 

and will provide technical support for 

Allied Chemical regulatory actions. 
Training: 

Ph.D—University of lowa—Biophysics/ 
Radiation Biology 

M.S.—University of lowa—Nuclear 
Physics 

B.A.—Luther College—Physics- 
Mathematics 
Experience: 

1986-Present: Illinois Department of 
Nuclear Safety 

1985-1986: Scientist, Oak Ridge 
Associated Universities, Oak Ridge, 
Tennessee 

1983-1985: Professor-Director of Health 
Physics Program, San Diego State 
University, San Diego, California 

1975-1983: Senior Scientist, Argonne 
National Laboratory, Argonne, Illinois 

1970-1975: Biophysicist-Lecturer, The 
University of California, Davis, 
California 

1962-1963: Science Teacher, Urbana 
Consolidated Schools, lowa 
Gary Wright: Manager, Office of 

Nuclear Facility Safety. Provides 

technical assistance concerning 

engineering principles and emergency 

planning and response. 
Training: 

—Sangamon State University (1974) 

—Degree approx. half complete in Public 
Administration 

M.S.—University of Illinois (1965)— 
Nuclear Engineering 

B.S.—Millikin University (1964)— 
Physics/Mathematics 

“Management Education Workshop,” Ill. 
Dept. of Personnel, Champaign (1978) 

“International Symposium on Migration 
of Tritium in the Environment,” 
International Atomic Energy Agency, 
California (1978) 

“Radiological Emergency Response 
Operations,” US NRC, Nevada (1977) 

“Workshop on Collective Bargaining for 
Public Employees,” Ill. Dept. of 
Personnel (1976) 

“Administrative and Organizational 
Behavior,” Ill. Dept. of Public Health 
(1975) 
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“Professional Engineering Review,” 
Univ. of Ill. (1974) 

“Response of Structures to External 
Forces, i.e., Earthquakes, Tornados, 
etc.,” Penn. State Univ. (1968) 
Experience: 

1980-Present: Illinois Department of 
Nuclear Safety 

1973~1980: Illinois Department of Public 
Health 

1967-1973: Sangamo-Weston Electronics 
Company, Springfield, Illinois 

1965-1967: Westinghouse Electric 
Company, Forrest Hills, Pennsylvania 


Reference: Illinois Program Statement, 
Section III.D.” Allied Chemical Uranium 
Conversion Facility,” Appendix 5, and 
Appendix 9, “Current Agreement State 
Staff Positions: Low-Level Radioactive 
Waste Management Program, Office of 
Environmental Safety.” 


c. Licensing and Regulation of 
Permanent Disposal of Low-Level 
Radioactive Waste 


i. Personnel 


The Office of Environmental Safety 
has responsibility for the low-level 
waste (LLW) management regulatory 
program which includes the Sheffield 
site and the regional waste disposal 
facility. The assessment of the 
regulatory framework is included under 
Criterion 9, “Radioactive Waste 
Disposal.” The LLW and transportation 
management program is staffed by 13 
technical staff members. The Manager 
of the Office of Environmental Safety 
will provide overall supevision and 
management and the Chief of the 
Office’s Division of Nuclear Chemistry 
will provide laboratory support. 
Technical support will also be available 
from the Division of Nuclear Materials. 
These personnel and summaries of their 
duties are: 


(a) Staff previously identified in the 
materials or uranium conversion plant 
regulatory oversight programs (Section 
20 a and b): 


Michael H. Momeni, Lih-Ching Chu, 
John W. Cooper, James F. Schweitzer. 


(b) Other IDNS Staff: 


Robert A. Lommler: Chief, Division of 
Waste and Transportation. Has 
responsibilities for implementing the 
Illinois LLW management act, 
supervises staff in the LLW program and 
manages the spent nuclear fuel and LLW 
shipment inspection program. 

Training: 

B.S,—Kent State University (1971)— 

Chemistry ‘: 

“10 CFR 61,” US:NRC, Springfield, 

Illinois (1986) 


“Incinerator Basics,” Univ. of California, 
Charlotte, N.C. (1986) 

“Radioactive Material Transportation 
Workshop,” US DOE, Chicago, Illinois 
(1985) 

“10 CFR 61 Compliance,” TMS, Inc., 
Washington, D.C. (1984) 

“Radiological Protection Officer 
Course,” U.S. Army (1978) 

“Chemical Officer Advanced Course,” 
U.S. Army (1978-1979) 

“Transportation of Hazardous Materials 
by Air,” US DOT (1972) 

“Chemical Officer Basic Course,” U.S. 
Army (1971) 

Experience: 

1984—Present: Illinois Department of 
Nuclear Safety 

1979-1983: U.S. Army, Radiation Safety 
Officer, Ft. Riley, Kansas 

1975-1978: U.S. Army, Mannehim, West 
Germany 

1971-1975: U.S. Army, Edgewood, 
Maryland 
Michael Klebe: Nuclear Safety 

Engineer. Serves as technical resource 

on LLW management environmental 

problems, decomissioning and disposal 
facility siting. 
Training: 

M.S.—Montana College of Mineral 
Science and Technology (1982)— © 
Mining Engineering 

B.S.—Montana College of Mineral 
Science and Technology (1980)— 
Mining Engineering 
Experience: 

1986-Present:; Illinois Department of 
Nuclear Safety 

1982-1986: Shell Mining Company, 
Houston, Texas and Elkhart, Illinois, 
Mining Engineer 
David Flynn: Geologist. Evaluates 

geological and hydrologic factors 

relating to LLW management. 
Training: 

B.S.—Southern Illinois University 
(1979)—Geology 

“Uranium and Thorium: A Perspective 
on the Hazard,” Radiation Safety 
Associates, Springfield, Illinois (1986) 

“Corrective Actions for Containing and 
Controlling Ground Water 
Contamination,” National Water Well 
Association, Columbus, Ohio (1986) 

“A Standardized System for Evaluation 
of Groundwater Pollution Potential 
Using Hydrogeologic Setting,” 
National Water Well Association, 
Denver, Colorado (1986) 

“Groundwater Pollution and 
Hydrology,” Princeton & Associates, 
Miami, Florida (1986) 

“Engineering and Design of Waste 
Disposal Systems,”-Civil Engineering 
Department, Colorado State 
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University, Fort Collins, Colorado 
(1985) 

‘Groundwater Monitoring Workshop,” 
Illinois Department of Energy and 
Natural Resources, Champaign, 
Illinois (1984) 

“Radiological Emergency Response 
Training for State and Local 
Government Emergency Preparedness 
Personnel,” FEMA, Nevada Test Site 
(1983) 

Experience: 

1983-Present: Illinois Department of 
Nuclear Safety 

1981-1983: Mine Geologist, Atlas 
Minerals Corporation, Moab, Utah 

1980-1981: Associate Mine Geologist, 
Rancher’s Exploration & Development 
Corporation, Albuquerque, New 
Mexico 

1979-1980: Junior Geologist, Rancher’s 
Exploration & Development 
Corporation, Albuquerque, New 
Mexico 
Shannon M. Flannigan: Geologist. 

Reviews, interprets and evaluates 

geologic hydrologic, physical and 

environmental data related to 
environmental impact, design, location, 
construction and decommissioning of 
facilities. 

Training: 

B.S.-Drake University (1978) Geology 

A.A-Springfield College in Illinois 
(1976)—Business 

“Radiological Emergency Response,” 
FEMA, Nevada (1986) 

“Groundwater Contaminant Transport 
Modeling,” Princeton University, 
Princeton, New Jersey (1986) 

“A standardized System for Evaluating 
Groundwater Pollution Using 
Hydrogeologic Setting,” Denver, 
Colorado (1986) 

“Groundwater Pollution & Hydrology,” 
Princeton Associates, Princeton, New 
Jersey (1986) 

“Borehole Geophysics Techniques for 
Solving Groundwater Problems,” 
National Water Well Association, 
Denver, Colorado (1986) 

“Soil Mechanics and Foundations,” 
Lincoln Land Community College, 
Springfield, Illinois (1981) 

“Environmental Risk Assessment,” 
Sagamon State University, Springfield, 
Illinois (1985) 

“Recognition, Evaluation, and Control of 
Ionizing Radiation,” OSHA Training 
Institute, Illinois (1985) 

Experience: 

1985-Present: Illinois Department of 
Nuclear Safety 

1984-1985: Hanson Engineers, Inc. 
Springfield, Illinois 

1981-1984: Veesay Geoservice, Inc. 
Denver, Colorado 
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1978-1981: Hanson Engineers, Inc. 

Springfield, Illinois. 

George T. FitzGerald: Nuclear Safety 
Engineer L Principally responsible for 
geology. 

Training: 

B.A.-Humboldt State University, 

California {1968)-Geology 
Post-Graduate Work: Education, 

Humboldt State University, Economic 

Evaluation, Colorado School of Mines, 

Golden, Colorado 

Experience: 
1986—Present: Illinois Department of 

Nuclear Safety 
1984-1986: Boliden Minerals; Inc., Silver 

City, New Mexico 
1980-1984: Minatome Corporation, 

Denver, Colorado 
1975-1980: SOHIO, Seboyeta, New 

Mexico 
1968-1975: Kerr McGee Corporation 

Grants, New Mexico 

Dana M. Willaford: Nuclear Safety 
Supervisor. Responsible for overall 
operation of waste generator 
registration and inspection program. 

Training: 


M.P.A.-Sangamon State University 
(1983) 

B.A.—University of Illinois (1981)}- 
Political Science, Math/Physics Minor 

“Radioactive Materials Transportation 
Course,” US DOE, Kansas City, 
Missouri (1986) 

“Uranium and Thorium: A Perspective 
on the Hazard,” Radiation Safety 
Associates, Inc., Springfield; Illinois 
(1986) 

“Recognition, Evaluation, and'Control of 
Ionizing Radiation,".OSHA, Des 
Plaines, Illinois {1985} 

“Environmental Laws and Regulations 
Compliance Course,” government 
institutes, Washington, D.C. (1985) 

“Radiological Emergency Response 
Operations Course,” FEMA, Nevada 
(1983) 

Experience: 
1983-Present: Illinois Department of 

Nuclear Safety 
1981-1983: Illinois Department of 

Nuclear Safety/Sangamon State 

University (Graduate Public Service 

Intern) - 

1977-1981: University of Hlinois (Student 
Worker) 

Tim Runyon: Nuclear Safety 
Inspector. Assists the Chief, Waste & 
Transportation Management. 

Training: 

A.S.-Illinois Central -College-Radiologic 
Technology 

“Hazardous Materials Transportation 
Course,” ISP, IHinoeis State Policy 
Academy, Springfield, Ihinois (1985) 

“Review of USDOT Regulations,”’ US 
NRC. Hanford, Washington (1985) 


“Evaluation and Control of Ionizing -— 
Radiation,” OSHA, Argonne National 
Laboratory (1981) © 

“Emergency Response for Radiological 
Accidents,” REECO, Las Vegas, 
Nevada (1981) 

Experience: 
1985-Present: Hlinois 


Documents Containing Reporting or 
Recordkeeping Requirements; Office 
of Management and Budget Review 


AGENCY: Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission. 


ACTION: Notice of the Office of 
Management and Budget review of 
information collection. 


SUMMARY: The Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission has recently submitted to 
the Office of Management and Budget 
(OMB) for review the following proposal 
for the collection of information under 
the provisions of the Paperwork 
Reduction Act (44 U.S.C. Chapter 35). 

1. Type of submission, new, revision, 
or extension: Revision. 


2. The title of the information 
collection: 


10 CFR Part 30—Rules of General 
Applicability to Domestic Licensing of 
Byproduct Material 

10 CFR Part 32—Specific Domestic 
Licenses to Manufacture or Transfer 
Certain Items Containing Renredeet 
Material 


3. The form number if applicable: Not 
applicable. 

4. How often the collection is 
required: Once, when first registering 
the source or device with the NRC. 

5. Who will be required or asked to- 
report: Manufacturers and distributers 
of sealed sources and devices 
containing radioactive byproduct 
material. 

6. An estimate of the number of 
responses: 100 annually (40 sealed 
sources, 60 devices). 

7. An estimate of the total number of 
hours needed to complete the 
requirement or request: 

10 hours for each sealed source 
30 hours for each device 
Total industry hours: 2;200 

8. An indication of whether section 
3504{h), Pub. L. 96-511. applies: Not 
applicable. 


9. Abstract: The proposed regulations — 


would provide for manufacters of 
radiation sources and devices ; 
containing radioactive sources to 
register with NRC described safety 
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information about their products. When 
referenced in-applications for licenses, 
the registered information will be used 
by NRC in the issuance of specific 
licenses to the manufacturers’ 
customers, thus making it unnecessary 
for each inidividual application to 
provide the information registered by 
the manufacturer. 

Copies of the submittal may be 
inspected or obtained for a fee from the 
NRC Public Document Room, 1717 H 
Street, NW., Washington, DC 20555. 

Comments and questions should be 
directed to the OMB reviewer, Jefferson 
B. Hill, (202) 395-7340. 

The NRC Clearance Officer is R. 
Stephen Scott, (301) 492-8585. 


Dated at Bethesda, Maryland, this 29th day 
of January 1987, 

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. - 
Patricia G. Norry, 
Director, Office of Administration. 
[FR Doc. 87-2228 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 7590-01-M 


Advisory Committee on Reactor 
Safeguards Subcommittee on Waste 
Management; Meeting 


The ACRS Subcommittee on Waste 
Management will hold a meeting on 
February 19 and 20, 1987, Room 1046, 
1717 H Street, NW, Washington, DC. 

The entire meeting will be open to 
public attendance. 

The agenda for the subject meeting 
shall be as follows: 


Thursday, February 19, 1987—8:30 a.m. 
until the conclusion of business 

Friday, February 20, 1987—8:30 a.m. 
until the conclusion of business. 


The Subcommittee will review the 
following nuclear waste management 
topics: (1) Rulemaking for definition of 
HLW, (2), Implementation of the HLW 
Five Year Plan, (3) HLW Geologic 
repository performance allocation, (4) 
Hydrology of geologic repositories 
(domestic and international programs), 
(5) NRC’s waste package corrosion 
program, {6} Guidance documents for 
LLW Shallow Land Burial (Standard 
Review Plan, and Standard Format and 
Content Guide), and (7) Long range . 
plans for LLW Program through 1993. _ 

Oral statements may be presented by 
members of the public with the 
concurrence of the Subcommittee 
Chairman; written statements will be 
accepted and made available to the _ 
Committee. Recordings will be permitted 
only during these portions of the 
meeting when a transcript is. being kept, 
and questions may be asked only by ~ 


‘members of'the Subcommittee; its 
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consultants, and Staff. Persons desiring 
to make oral statements should notify 
the ACRS staff member named below as 
far in advance as is practicable so that 
appropriate arrangements can be made. 

During the initial portion of the 
meeting, the Subcommittee may 
exchange preliminary views regarding 
matters to be considered during the 
balance of the meeting. The 
Subcommittee will then hear 
presentations by, and hold discussions 
with representatives of the NRC Staff. 
and other interested persons regarding 

_ this review. 

Further information regarding topics 
to be discussed, whether the meeting 
has been cancelled or rescheduled, the 
Chairman's ruling on requests for the 
opportunity to present oral statements 
and the time allotted therefor can be 
obtained by a prepaid telephone call to 
the cognizant ACRS staff members, Mr. 
Owen S. Merrill (telephone 202/634- 

. 1413) between 8:15 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. 
- Persons planning to attend this meeting 
-are urged to contact the above named 
individual one or two days before the 
scheduled meeting to be advised of any 
changes in schedule, etc. .» Which may 
have occurred. 

Date: January 30, 1987. 

John C. McKinley; 

Chief, Project Review Branch No. 1. 

[FR Doc. 87-2266 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7590-01-M 


[Docket No. 50-289] 
GPU Nuclear Corporation et al.; 


The U.S. Nuclear Regualtory 
Commission (the Commission) is 
considering issuance of an amendment 
to Facility Operating License No. DPR- 
50 issued to. GUP NUclear Corporation 
(the licensee), for operation of Three 
Mile Island Nuclear Station, Unit No. + 
located in Dauphin County, 
Pennsylvania. 

The Emergency Feedwater (EFW) 
System is being upgraded to safety- 
related criteria during the present Cycle 
6 Refueling Outage in order to comply 
with TMI-1 restart commitments and 
NUREG-0737, Action Item II.E.1. The 
licensee's application for amendment 
dated January 23, 1987 (Technical 
Specification (TS) Change Request No. 
166), would provide additional 
operability and surveillance 
requirements appropriate for the newly 
modified FEW System and associated 


Heat Sink Protection System (HSPS). 
Administrative and editorial changes to 
affected TS pages were also requested, 
including revisions to the EFW System 
and HSPS bases. 

Before issuance of the proposed 
license amendment, the Commission 
will have made findings required by the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended 
(the Act) and the Commission’s 
regulations: 

The Commission has made a proposed 
determination that the amendment 
request invovles no significant hazards 
consideration. Under the Commissiun’s 
regulations in 10 CFR 50.92, this means 
that operation of the facility in 
accordance with the proposed 
amendment would not: (1) Involve a 
significant increase in the probability or 
consequences of an accident previously 
evaluated; or (2) create the possibility of 
a new or different kind of accident from 
any accident previously evaluated; or (3) 
involved a significant reduction in a 
margin of safety. 

Operation of the FEW System in 
accordance with the proposed TSs will 
not degrade the reliability or capacity of 


.the system. In fact, the purpose of the 


EFW System modifications and 
associated TSs is to increase system 
reliability to function during a design 
basis event, assuming a single active 
failure. The licensee is committed to 
complete the upgrade modifications and 
implement the TSs for a safety-related 
EFW System before startup of Cycle 6. 

A proposed amendment to an 
operating license for a facility involves 
no significant hazards considerations if 
the previously identified three standards 
of 10 CFR 50.92(c) are met. Pursuant to 
the provisions of 10 CFR 50.91, the 
licensee has provided an analysis of no 
significant hazards considerations using 
the Commission's standards. The 
Commission's staff has reviewed the 
proposed amendment and the licensee's 
analysis. Each of the 10 CFR 50.92(c) 
standards is discussed below as it 
applies to the operation of TMI-1 in 
accordance with this TS change request 
for the EFW System. 

(1) The proposed amendment would 
not involve a significant increase in the 
probability or consequences of an 
accident previously evaluated because 
EFW System reliability will be 
improved. The proposed TSs provide the 
additional operability and surveillance 
requirements necessary for upgrading 
the system to safety-related criteria. The 
addition of automatic actuation features 
does increase the probability of 
inadvertent actuation of the EFW 
System or inadvertent main feedwater 
isolation. Inadvertent EFW initiation is 
undesirable but does not prevent the 
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mitigation of any accident or prevent 
attaining cold shutdown conditions as 
the plant is designed for EFW initiation. 
Inadvertent main feedwater isolation is 
also undersirable; but since the HSPS is 
designed to be single failure proof, the 
probability of a loss of main feedwater 
due to single active failures during HSPS 
operation is not significantly increased. 
Loss of main feedwater is an anticipated 
event, the consequences of which are 
lessened to a certain extent as a result 
of the automatic EFW initiation features 
provided by the HSPS. These automatic 
initiation features.in conjunction with 
other design changes were incorporated 
as system modifications to increase 
EFW reliability and thereby reduce the 
probability of occurrence or 
consequences of accidents. 

(2) The-_proposed amendment would 
not create the possibility of a new or 
different kind of accident from any 
accident previously evaluated. Loss of 
feedwater and any other event which 
might require EFW System initiation 
lave been analyzed including 
assumption of single active failure and 
documented in Chapter 14 of the Final 
Safety Analysis Report (FSAR). EFW 
System design changes and TS revisions 
do not portend unevaluated accident 
events beyond the scope of the FSAR. 

(3) The proposed amendment would 
not involve a significant reduction in a 
margin of safety because the EFW 
System will be upgraded to safety- 
related criteria in accordance with 
restart commitments and TMI action 
plan requirements. EFW System changes 
and proposed TSs will constitute 
additional restrictions, controls and 
reliability in order to increase the 
overall margin of safety for plant 
operation. 

Purely administrative and editorial 
changes to the TSs contained on the 
pages affected by the proposed 
amendment are necessary to achieve 
consistency, correct errors, change 
nomenclature and improve clarity. As 
such, these changes are considered to 
fall within the scope of example (i) of 
amendments that are considered not 
likely to involve significant hazards 
considerations contained in the 
Commission's guidelines published 
within 51 FR 7751. 

Accordingly, based upon the above 
discussion, the Commission proposes to 
determine that the application for 
amendment does not involve significant 
hazards consideration. 

The Commission is seeking public 
comments on. this proposed. 
determination, Any comments received 
within 30 days after the date of 
publication of this notice will be 
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considered in making any final 
determination. The Commission will not 
normally make a final determination 
unless it receives a request for a 
hearing. 

Written comments may be submitted 
by mail to the Rules and Procedures 
Branch, Division of Rules and Records, 
Office of Administration, U.S. Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission, Washington, 
DC 20555, and should cite the 
publication date and page number of 
this Federal Register notice. Written 
comments may also be delivered to 
Room 4000, Maryland National Bank 
Building, 7735 Old Georgetown Road, 
Bethesda, Maryland, from 8:15 a.m. to 
5:00 p.m. Copies of the written 
comments received may be examined at 
the NRC Public Document-Room, 1717 H 
Street NW., Washington, DC. The filing 
of requests for hearing and petitions for 
leave to intervene is dicussed below. 

By March 6, 1987, the licensee may file 
a request for a hearing with respect to 
issuance of the amendment to the 
subject facility operating license, and 
any person whose interest may be 
affected by this proceeding and. whe 
wishes to participate as a party in the 
proceeding must file a written petition 
for leave to intervene. Request fora 
hearing and petitions for leave to 
intervene shall be filed in accordance 
with the Commission's “Rules of 
Practice for Domestic Licensing 
Proceedings” in:10 CFR Pat. & if a 
request for a hearing or petition for 
leave to intervene is filed by the above 
date, the Commission or an Atomic 
Safety and Licensing Board, ae 
by the Commission or by the Chairman 
of the Atomic Safety and Licensing 
Board Panel, will rule on the request 
and/or petition, and the.Secretary or the 
designated Atomic Safety and Licensing 
Board will issue a notice of hearing or 
an appropriate order. 

As required by.10 CFR 2.714, a 
petition for leave to intervene shall set 
forth with particularity the-interest of 
the petitioner in the proceeding and how 
that interest may be.affected by the 
results of the proceeding. The petition 
should specifically explain the reasons 
why intervention should be permitted 
with particular reference to the 
following factors: (1) The nature of the 
petitioner's right under the-Act to be 
made a party to the proceeding; (2) the 
nature and extent of the petitioner's 
property, financial, or other interest in 
the proceeding; and (3) the possible 
effect of any order which may be 
entered in the proceeding on the 
petitioner's interest. The petition should 
also identify the specific aspect(s) of the 
subject matter of the proceeding as to 


which petitioner wishes to intervene. 
Any person who has filed a petition for 
leave to intervene or who has been 
admitted as a party may amend the 
petition without requesting leave of the 
Board up to fifteen (15) days prior to the 
first prehearing conference scheduled in 
the proceeding, but such an amended 
petition must satisfy the specificity 
requirements described above. 

Not later than fifteen (15) days prior to 
the first prehearing conference 
scheduled in the proceeding, a petitioner 
shall file a supplement to the petition to 
intervene which must include a list of 
the contentions which are sought to be 
litigated in the matter, and the bases for 
each contention set forth with 
reasonable specificity. Contentions shall 
be limited to matters within the scope of 
the amendment under consideration. A 
petitioner who fails to file such a 
supplement which satisfies these 
requirements with respect to at least one 
contention wil! not be permitted to 
participate as a party. 

Those permitted to intervene become 
parties to the proceeding, subject to any 
limitations in-the order granting leave to 
intervene, and have the opportunity to 
participate fully in the conduct of the 
hearing, including the opportunity to 
present evidence and cross-examine 
witnesses. 

If a hearing is requested, the 
Commission will make a final 
determination on the issue of no 
significant hazards consideration. The 
final determination will serve to decide 
when the hearing is held. 

If the final determination is that the 
request for an.amendment involves no 
significant hazards consideration, the 
Commission may issue the amendment 
and make it effective, notwithstanding 
the request for a hearing. Any hearing 
held would take place after issuance of 
the amendment. 

If the final determination is that the 
amendment involves a significant 
hazards consideration; any hearing held 
would take place before.the issuance of 
any amendment. ' 

Normally, the Commission will not 
issue the amendment until the 
expiration of the 30-day notice period. 
However, should circumstances change 
during the notice period such that failure 
to act in a timely way would result, for 
example, in derating or shutdown of the 
facility, the Commission may issue the 
license amendment before the 
expiration of the 30-day notice period, 
provided that its final determination is 
that the amendment involves no 
significant hazards consideration. The 
final determination will consider all 
public and State comments received. 
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Should the Commission take this action, 
it will publish a notice of issuance and 
provide for opportunity for a hearing 
after issuance. The Commission expects 
that the need to take this action will 
occur very infrequently. 

A request for a hearing or a petition 
for leave to intervene must be filed with 
the Secretary of the Commission, U.S. 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555, Attention: 
Docketing and Service Branch, or may 
be delivered to the Commission's Public 
Document Room, 1717 H Street NW., 
Washington, DC, by the above date. 
Where petitions are filed during the last 
ten (10) days of the notice period, it is 
requested that the petitioner promptly so 
inform the Commission by a toll-free 
telephone call to Western Union at (800) 
325-6000 (in Missouri (800) 342-6700). 
The Western Union operator should be 
given Datagram Identification Number 
3737 and the following message 
addressed to John F. Stolz: petitioner's 
name and telephone number; date 
petition was mailed; plant name; and 
publication date and page number of 
this Federal Register notice. A copy of 
the petition should also be sent to the 
Office of the General Counsel-Bethesda, 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555, and to Ernest L. 
Blake, Jr. of Shaw, Pittman, Potts and 
Trowbridge, 2300 N Street NW., 
Washington, DC 20037, attorney for the 
licensee. 

Nontimely filing of petitions for leave 
to intervene, amended petitions, 
supplemental petitions and/or requests 
for hearing will not be entertained 
absent a determination by the 
Commission, the presiding officer or the 
presiding Atomic Safety and Licensing 
Board, that the petition and/or request 
should be granted based upon a 
balancing of the factors specified in 10 
CFR 2.714 {a){1){i)-{v} and-2.714(d). 

For further details with respect to this 
action, see the-application for 
amendment which is available for public 
inspection at the Commission's Public 
Document Room, 1717 H Street, NW.., 
Washington, DC, and at the Government 
Publications Section, State Library of 
Pennsylvania, Education Building, 
Commonwealth and Walnut Streets, 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17126. 

Dated at Bethesda, Maryland, this 30th day 
of January, 1987. 

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. 
Gordon E. Edison, i 
Acting Director, PWR Project Directorate No. 
6, Division of PWR Licensing-B. 

[FR Doc. 87-2230 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7590-01-M 
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{Docket Nos. 50-275-OLA and 50-323-OLA 
(ASLBP No. 86-523-03-LA)] 


Pacific Gas & Electric Co. (Diablo 
Canyon Nuclear Power Plant, Units 1 
and 2); Memorandum and Order 


January 28, 1987. 


Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Before 
Administrative Judges: B. Paul Cotter, Jr., 
Chairman, Glenn O. Bright, Dr. Jerry Harbour. 


On December 15, 1986 Intervenors 
Sierra Club and San Luis Obispo 
Mothers for Peace filed a joint motion 
for summary disposition alleging that 
NRC Staff had failed to file an 
environmental impact statement and 
had failed to adhere to the provisions of 
the Standard Review Plan. The motion 
concluded thai on these grounds the 
Board should deny a license amendment 
request by Pacific Gas and Electric 
Company to expand the capacity of its 
spent fuel pools at Units 1 and 2 of the 
Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant. 
Subsequently, in a filing dated January 
13, 1987, the Mothers for Peace 
withdrew from “all participation in this 
proceeding”. 

In an earlier pleading dated December 
10, 1986, the third intervenor in this case, 
Consumers Organized for Defense of 
Environmental Safety (CODES), 
indicated its intention not to participate 
any further in the proceedings. Ina 
further development, the Sierra Club 
filed a motion dated January 13, 1987 
requesting a continuance of the hearings 
scheduled to commence on February 2, 
1987 on the ground that its principal 
representative and sole witness in the 
hearing had been injured in an 
automobile accident. 

Upon consideration of these filings 
and the responses thereto, the Board: (1} 
denies the joint motion for summary 
disposition; (2) finds thatthe San Luis 
Obispo Mothers for Peace and CODES 
have withdrawn from the proceeding 
and are no longer parties; and (3) 
establishes a revised schedule for 
commencing hearing on March 9, 1987. 
Motion for Summary Disposition 

The motion for summary disposition 
avers that the license amendment to 
rerack the two spent fuel pools at the 
Diablo Canyon Plant Units 1 and 2 
should be denied on two independent 
grounds: 

1. Because the NRC has failed to comply 
with the National Environmental Policy Act 
of 1969 by not preparing an environmental 
impact statement; and 

2. The reracking application fails to meet 


the NRC acceptance criteria for spent fuel 
storage at civilian nuclear power stations. 


The motion lists material facts as to 
which there is no dispute. The third of 


these allegedly undisputed facts is that 
the proposed spent fuel racks “will 
collide with each other and cause a 
postulated seismic event”. The motion 
attaches no supporting affidavit, and 
there is no showing that counsel who 
signed the motion has any technical 
expertise in this area. 

Both the NRC Staff and the licensee, 
Pacific Gas and Electric Company, 
oppose the motion on both the law and 
the facts, arguing in part that there are 
disputed questions of fact and that the 
motion is outside the scope of any 
contention. Intervenor Sierra Club 
admits in its motion that it does not 
“seek to prove a particular contention 
set for hearing” but alleges, 
nevertheless, that the motion is directly 
related to the contentions and should be 
dispositive of the proceeding. The Board 
does not agree. Wholly aside from the 
technical argument as to whether the 
motion relates to material facts at issue 
in this proceeding, the Board is 
completely satisfied that the resolution 
of Intervenor’s motion will require a 
decision on factual matters which are 
disputed by the parties. The Board is 
further satisfied that the factual disputes 
in question are such that even if 
intervenors attempted to support their 
position by otherwise qualifying 
affidavits, the factual disputes would 
still remain. Accordingly, the motion is 
denied. Cleveland Electric Illuminating 
Company, 6 NRC 741, 752, 754 {ALAB- 
443, 1977). 


Withdrawal of Intervenors San Luis 
Obispo Mothers for Peace and 
Consumers Organized for Defense of 
Environmental Safety 


The January 13; 1987 filing by the 
Mothers for Peace leaves no doubt that 
it has withdrawn from all further 
participation in this proceeding. 
Accordingly, its remaining contentions 
are dismissed. 

The December 10, 1986 filing by 
Intervenor Consumers Organized for 
Defense of Environmental Safety is less 
precisely worded but leaves little doubt 
of its intent. Accordingly, the Board 
concludes that CODES too has 
withdrawn from the proceeding and its 
remaining contention is dismissed. 


Hearing Schedule 


The Sierra Club’s Motion for 
Continuance follows a telephone 
notification to the Board and parties of 
the request and the grounds for it: The 
motion contemplates commencing the 
hearing on Monday, February-23, 1986. 
The Board members" schedules and the 
availability of hearing space in the San 
Luis Obispo area dictates that the 
hearing cannot commence at that time. 
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Accordingly the hearing will commence 
at 9:30 A.M. local time, Monday, March 
9, in the Cabana Room, San Luis Bay 
Inn, Avila Beach, California 93424, and 
continue from day to day until complete. 
The parties are to file all prefiled 
testimony with the Board on or before 
February 24, 1987. The parties shall also 
agree upon a marking system for all 
exhibits, and the Staff shall submit to 
the Board an agreed-upon list of all such 
exhibits at the same time prefiled 
testimony is due. Prefiled testimony 
shall show in the text the contentions 
and exhibits to which it relates. 


Limited Appearances 


The Board will entertain limited 
appearance statements from 4:00-6:00 
P.M. on Monday, March 9, 1987. If 
additional time is needed for limited - 
appearance statements, it will be 
scheduled during the course of the 
hearing. 


Order 


For all the foregoing reasons and upon 
consideration of the entire record in this 
proceeding, it is this 28th day of January, 
1987, ordered. 

1. That.the motion. of Intervenors 
Mothers for Peace and Sierra Club for 
summary disposition is clenied; 

2. That prefiled testimony and a list of 
exhibits shall be received by the Board 
and the parties to this proceeding on or 
before February 24, 1987; and 

3. That the hearing shall commence at 
9:30 a.m. local time, Monday, March 9, 
1987 and continue from day to day until 
complete. 


The Atomic Safety and Licensing Board. 
B. Paul Cotter, Jr., 
Chairman, Administrative Judge. 
Glenn O. Bright, 
Administrative Judge. 
Jerry Harbour, 
Administrative Judge. 
{FR Doc. 87-2267 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 7590-01-M 


Draft Regulatory Guide; Issuance, 
Availability 


The Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
has issued for public comment a draft of 
a proposed revision to a Guide in its 
Regulatory. guide Series together with a 
draft of the associated regulatory 
analysis. This series has been developed 
to describe and make available to the 
public such information as methods 
acceptable to the NRC staff for 
implementing specific parts of the 
Commission's regulations, techniques 
used by the staff in evaluating-specific 
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problems or postulated accidents, and 
data needed by the staff in its review of 
applications for permits and licenses. 

The draft, temporarily identified by its 
task number, OP 013-4 (which should be 
mentioned in all correspondence 
concerning this draft guide), is proposed 
Revision 1 to Regulatory Guide 8.22, 
“Bioassay at Uranium Mills,” The guide 
is being developed to describe a 
bioassay program acceptable to the 
NRC staff for uranium mills, including 
exposure conditions with and without 
the use of respiratory protection devices. 

This draft guide and the associated 
regulatory analysis are being issued to 
involve the public in the early stages of 
the development of a regulatory position 
in this area. They have not received 
complete staff review and do not 
represent an official NRC staff position. 

Public comments are being solicited 
on both the draft guide (including the 
implementation schedule) and the draft 
regulatory analysis. Comments on the 
draft regulatory analysis should be 
accompanied by supporting data. 
Written comments may be submitted to 
the Rules and Procedures Branch, 
Division of Rules and Records, Office of 
Administration, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission, Washington, DC 20555. 
Comments may also be delivered to 
Room 4000, Maryland National Bank 
Building, 7735 Old Georgetown Road, 
Bethesda, Maryland from 8:15 a.m. to 
5:00 p.m. Copies of comments received 
may be examined at the NRC Public 
Document Room, 1717 H Street, NW., 
Washington, DC 20555. Comments will 
be most helpful if received by April 17, 
1987. 

Although a time limit is given for 
comments on these drafts, comments 
and suggestions in connection with: (1) 
Items for inclusion in guides currently 
being developed or (2) improvements in 
all published guides are encouraged at 
any time. 

Regulatory guides are available for 
inspection at the Commission's Public 
Document Reom, 1717 H:Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. Requests for single 
copies of draft guides (which may be 
reproduced) or for placement on an 
automatic distribution list for single 
copies of future draft guides in specific 
divisions should be made in writing to 
the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission, Washington, DC:20555, 
Attention: Director, Division of 
Information and System Services. 
Telephone requests cannot be 
accommodated. Regulatory guides are 
not copyrighted; and Commission 
soerore is not required to reproduce 
them. 


(5 U.S.C. 552(a)) 


Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 29th day 
of January 1987. 

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. 
Karl R. Goller, 
Director, Division.of Regulatory Applications, 
Office of Nuclear Regulatory-Research. 
[FR Doc. 87-2229 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7590-01-M 


[Docket No. 50-30] 


Reinstatement and Renewal of Facility 
Operating License National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration 


The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission (the Commission) has 
issued Amendment No. 7 to Facility 
Operating License No. TR-3 for the 
National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration (the licensee) which 
reinstates and renews the license for 
possession-only of the Plum Brook Test 
Reactor located at the Plum Brook 
Reactor Facility near Sandusky, Ohio. 
The facility is a non-power reactor that 
had operated at power levels not in 
excess of 60 megawatts (thermal). The 
reinstated and renewed Operating 
License No. TR-3 will expire ten years 
from the date of issuance. 

The amended licence complies with 
the standards and requirements of the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended 
(the Act), and the Commission's rules 
and regulations. The Commission has 
made appropriate findings as required 
by the Act and the Commission's rules 
and regulations in 10 CFR Chapter I. 
Those findings are set forth in the 
license amendment. Opportunity for 
hearing was afforded in the notice of the 
proposed issuance of this reinstatement 
and renewal in the Federal Register on 
August 12, 1986, at 51 FR 28908. No 
request for a hearing or petition for 
leave to intervene was filed following 
notice of the proposed action. 

The Commission has prepared a 
Safety Evaluation for the reinstatement 
and renewal of Facility Operating 
License No. TR-3 and has, based on that 
evaluation, concluded that the facility 
can be possessed by the licensee 
without endangering the health and 
safety of the public. 

For further details with respect to this 
action, see: (1) The application dated 
July 26, 1985, (2) Amendment No. 7 to 
Operating License TR-3, and (3) the 
staff's related Safety Evaluation. These 
items are available for public inspection 
at the Commission’s Public Document 
Room, 1717 H Street, NW., Washington, 
DC 20555. ‘ 


Dated at Bethesda, Maryland, this 28th day 
of January 1987. ; : 
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For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. 
Herbert N. Berkow, 
Director, Standardization and Special 
Projects Directorate, Division of PWR 
Licensing-B, Office of Nuclear Reactor 
Regulation. 
[FR Doc. 87-2231 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7590-01-M 


POSTAL SERVICE 


Privacy Act of 1974; Matching 
Program—Postal Service/City of New 
York Human Resources Administration 


AGENCY: Postal Service. 


ACTION: Notice of Computer Matching 
Program—U.S. Postal Service/City of 
New York Human Resources 
Administration. — 

SUMMARY; The purpose of this document 
is to publish notice of the Postal 
Service's plan to participate as a source 
agency in a computer matching program 
to detect fraud, waste, and abuse in the 
public assistance programs 
administered by the Human Resources 
Administration of the City of New York. 
The match will compare certain of the 
Postal Service’s Payroll System File 
(050.020, Finance Records-Payroll 
System) with that agency's master file of 
public assistance clients. 


DATE: The match is expected to begin in 
or about February 1987. 


ADDRESS: Comments may be mailed to 
Records Officer, U.S. Postal Service, 475 
L'Enfant Plaza, SW., Washington, DC 
20260-5010, or delivered to Room 8121 at 
that address between 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 
p.m. where they will be available for 
inspection and photocopying during 
those hours. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Betty Sheriff, Records Office, (202) 268- 
5158. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Postal Service has ‘agreed to assist the 
City of New York Human: Resources 
Administration in its efforts to identify 
current postal employees receiving 
public assistance, food stamps, and/or 
medicaid benefits from the City of New 
York to which they are not entitled. Set 
forth below is the information required 
by paragraph 5.f.(1) of the Revised 
Supplemental Guidance for Conducting 
Computerized Matching Programs 
issued by the Office of Management and 
Budget (47 FR 21656; May 19, 1982). A 
copy of this notice has been provided to 


« both Houses of Congress and the Office 


of Mariagement and Budget. 
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Report of a Matching Program::U.S. 


Postal Service (USPS) and City of New. . 
York Human Resources nen 


(NY HRA).: 


a. Authority: 39 U.S.C. 404. 

b. Program Description: Under the 
planned program, the USPS will submit 
to the NY HRA a computer tape of the 
names and social security account 
numbers .(SSANs) of its current postal 
employees im the City of New York. The 
NY HRA will match that tape, using 
name and SSAN, against its tape of 
recipients of public assistance, food _ 
stamps, and/or medicaid benefits. The 
purpose of this match is to identify 
current postal employees who are 
receiving benefits to which they are not 
entitled under these programs, In 
instances where SSANs match, i.e., 


“hits,” the USPS will disclose to the NY © 


HRA the following infermation from its 
payroll file: name, SSAN, date of birth, 
. home address, date started on payroll, 
facility where employed, and annual 
gross wage information.’ 

The validity of “matched” employee/ 
benefit recipient information will be 
verified by the NY HRA. Case files wiil 
be evaluated, recipients interviewed to 
obtain supplementary verification of 
employment, and written notice of 
appeal rights given to recipients prior to 
initiation of steps to have benefits 
terminated or reduced. Subsequent 
actions may include collection. of 
outstanding debts owed by those 
employees for past overpayment of 
these benefits and appropriate action 
against those employees fraudulently 
receiving benefits. Further, the USPS 
Inspection Service may participate in 
the investigation of hits as a result of 
this matching program and establish 
investigative case files within the 
parameters of Privacy Act system USPS 
080.010, Inspection Requirements 
Investigative File System {last published 
in 48 FR 10975 of March: 15, 1983), 
Disclosure of this information is 
authorized by routine use No. 28 in 
USPS 050.020, Payroll System, most 
recently published in 52 FR 2776 of 
January 26, 1987. 

c. Period of the Match: The matching 
program will be on a one-time basis and 
is expected to begin in February 1987 
and end no later than July 1988. 

d. Security: The NY HRA personnel 
who perform and verify the match will: 
(a) Have the only access to the USPS 
computer tape; (b} use it for the purpose 
of the match and for no other purpose;: 
and (c} safeguard it from unauthorized 
access.:Likewise, information on benefit 


recipients: disclosed to the USPS:will be. - 


used by authorized personnel only for 
the purpose of the match.and for no 


other. purpose-and-will be safeguarded - 
from unauthorized: access. All 
information exchanged:as a result of this 
matching project will be maintained in 


locked file areas when not in use: 


e. Disposition of Records: The NY 
HRA will not retain or copy the tape 
provided by the USPS and will return it 
to the USPS within six months from the 
date of its receipt. All information 
compiled as a result of this matching 
effort must be destroyed as soon as the 
determination is made that no fraud or 
irregularity has.occurred. 

f. Further Comments: No bestowed 
rights, privileges, or benefits will be 
terminated solely.on the basis of a “hit” 
or the records provided by the USPS in 
connection with this project. 

Fred Eggleston, 

Assistant General Counsel, Legislative . 
Division. 

[FR Doc. 87-2225 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7710-12-M 


PROSPECTIVE PAYMENT 
ASSESSMENT COMMISSION 


Notice of meetings 


Notice is hereby given of meetings of 
the Prospective Payment Assessment 
Commission on February 9-10, 1987, at 
the Shoreham Hotel, 2500 Calvert Street, 
NW., Washington, DC. 

The Subcommittee on Hospital 
Productivity and Cost Effectiveness will 
meet in the Hampton Room on.February 
9, 1987 at 3 o'clock p.m. 

The full Commission will convene at 8 
o'clock a.m. on February 10, 1987, also in 
the Hampton Room. 

Both meetings are open to the public. 
Donald A. Young, 

Executive Director. 


[FR Doc. 87-2327 Filed 2-3--87; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 6820-BW-M 


SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE 
COMMISSION 


[Rel. No. IC-15554; 812-6460] 


North Star Stock Fund and investment 
Advisers Inc.; Application Permitting 
an Affiliated Transaction 


January 28, 1987. 
AGENCY: Securities and Exchange _ 


Commission (‘‘SEC"}. 


ACTION: Notice of Application for 
Exemption under the Investment 
Company Act of 1940 (the “1940 Act”). 
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Applicants: North Star Stock Fund, 
Inc. (the “Fund”} and Investment 
Advisers; Inc. {“‘the Adviser’). 

Relevant 1940 sections: Exemption 
requested under sections 6{c) and 17(b) 
from section 17{a). 

Summary of application: Applicants 
seek an order to permit the Adviser to 
transfer to the Fund an interest and 
commitment in Broad Street Investment 
Fund I, L.P., a Delaware limited 
partnership (“Broad Street”). 

Filing date: The application was filed 
on August 18, 1986, and amendments 
thereto November 28, 1986 and January 
15, 1987. 

Hearing or notification of hearing: If 
no hearing is ordered the application 
will be granted. Any interested person 
may request a hearing on this 
application, or ask to be notified if a 
hearing is ordered. Any requests must 
be received by the SEC by 5:30 p.m., on 
February 19, 1987. Request a hearing in 
writing, giving the nature of your 
interest, the reason for the request, and 
the issues you contest. Serve either 
Applicant with the request, personally 
or by mail, and also send it to the 
Secretary of the SEC, along with proof 
of service by affidavit, or, for attorneys, 
by. certificate. Request notification of the 
date of a hearing by writing to the 
Secretary of the SEC. 
appresses: Secretary, Securities and 
Exchange Commission, 450 Fifth Street, 
NW., Washington, D€ 20549; North Star 
Stock Fund, Inc. and Investment 
Advisers, Inc., 1100 Dain Tower, P.O. 
Box 357, Minneapolis, Minnesota 55440. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTTACT: 
Sherry A. Hutchins, Staff Attorney, at 
(202) 272-2799 or Brion R. Thompson, 
Special Counsel, at (202) 272-3016 
(Division of Investment Management; 
Office of Investment Company 
Regulation). 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
Following is a summary of the 
application; the complete application is 
available for a fee from either the SEC's 
Public Reference Branch in person or the 
SEC’s commercial copier at (800) 231— 
3282 (in Maryland (301) 253-4300). 


Applicants’ Representations 


1. The Fund was incorporated in 
Minnesota on December 4; 1970, and on 
July 31,1986, had an authorized capital 
of 10,000,000 shares of common stock, 
par value $.10 per share, of which 
4,508,268 shares were outstanding, and 
net assets of approximately $67,443,700. 
The-Fund is registered under the Act as 
an open-end, diversified erases 
investment company. 
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2. The Adviser is registered as an 
investment adviser under the 
Investment Advisers Act of 1940 and 
has managed the Fund since the Fund 
was organized. The Fund and the 
Adviser have common officers and 
directors as set forth in the application. 

3. The Fund was organized as an 
investment company with capital 
appreciation as its primary investment 
objective. In pursuing its primary 
objective, the Fund's portfolio consists 
principally of common stocks of 
established United States companies. 
However, the Fund is permitted to 
invest to a limited extent in other 
securities believed by the Fund’s 
management and its Adviser to offer 
above-average potential for capital 
appreciation. 

4. The Fund’s management and the 
Adviser have determined that investing 
in limited partnerships and funds which, 
in turn, invest in leveraged buyout 
transactions (“LBOs”) also would 
provide the Fund with above-average 
potential for capital appreciation. 
Therefore, the Fund’s management 
proposed that the shareholders of the 
Fund approve an amendment to the 
Fund's fundamental investment 
restrictions to permit the Fund to invest 
up to 10% of the value of its total assets 
in LBO limited partnerships and funds. 
A majority of Fund shareholders 
approved such amendment pursuant to 
Section 13(a) of the 1940 Act at their 
annual shareholder's meeting held on 
July 23, 1986. 

5. Fund shareholders approved such 
amendment with the understanding that, 
pending shareholder approval, the 
Adviser committed to invest, as an 
accommodation to the Fund and without 
any charge to the Fund, $1,000,000 in 
Broad Street, and that, following such 
shareholders approval, the Adviser 
would assign and transfer the limited 
partnership interest and commitment in 
Broad Street to the Fund. 

6. The Adviser and Fund management 
believe that an investment in Broad 
Street would provide the Fund with 
above-average potential for capital 
appreciation and would not expose the 
Fund to imprudent investment risks.. The 
Adviser and the Fund management 
became aware of Broad Street through 
ordinary investment channels. Limited 
partnership interests in Broad Street 
were offered to the Adviser by means of 
a confidential private placement 
memorandum dated March 1986. Prior to 
the investment in Broad Street on June 
30, 1986, neither the Adviser nor the 
Fund was related in any way to Broad 
Street or any partner or promoter of 
Broad Street. 


7. Broad Street was organized on June 
30, 1986, as a Delaware limited 
partnership following the receipt of 
commitments of $150 million in limited 
partnership contributions. Each of the 98 
limited partners have committed to 
invest a minimum of $1 million in Broad 
Street. Further commitments of up to 
$100 million may be accepted by Broad 
Street. Goldman, Sachs & Co., a.New 
York limited partnership, is the general 
partner of Broad Street, and is 
committed to co-invest an amount equal 
to 10% of the total commitments of 
limited partners. 

8. Broad Street was organized as a 
leveraged buyout fund to invest in LBOs. 
Broad Street's investment objective is to 
provide its limited partner investors 
with long-term capital gains through a 
portfolio of equity and equity-related 
securities in LBOs. 

9. Fund shareholders were informed of 
the risks of investing in LBO limited 
partnerships and funds as set forth in 
the application. Fund shareholders were 
also informed of the terms and 
conditions of the Fund's proposed 
investment in Broad Street. 

10. As of June 30, 1986, the Adviser 
contributed $300,000 to the capital of 
Broad Street and committed to 
contribute the remaining $700,000 at 
such times and in such amounts as the 
general partner of Broad Street may 
direct by written notice to the Adviser 
not less than 15 days prior to the date 
such future installment or installments 
are due. If the requested exemptive is 
granted, the Adviser propose to transfer 
its Broad Street limited partnership 
interest and commitment to the Fund. 
The Fund will pay to the Adviser the 
amount of any capital contributions 
theretofore and will assume the 
commitment to make all future capital 
contributions. The Adviser will receive 
no interest, profit or other compensation 
from the Fund upon such transfer. 

11. The terms of the proposed 
transaction, including the consideration 
to be paid or received, are fair and 
reasonable and do not involve any 
overreaching on the part of any person 
concerned; the proposed transaction is 
consistent with the policy of the Fund, 
as recited in the Fund’s registration 
statement; and the proposed transaction 
is consistent with the general purposes 
of the 1940 Act. The Adviser will not be 
ccmpensated by the Fund for its transfer 
of the Broad Street investment to the 
Fund. Applicants believe that the 
investment in Broad Street will provide 
the Fund with above-average capital 
growth potential and will therefore 


_ promote the Fund’s primary investment 


objective. Further, the investment in 
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Broad Street would not violate any 
investment restriction of the Fund. 


Applicants’ Conditions 


Applicants agree to be subject to the 
following conditions: 

1. Receipt of the order sought hereby 
from the Commission allowing the 
proposed transaction; 

2. Receipt of assurances by the Fund 
that the proposed transaction will not 
jeopardize the registration of the Fund’s 
shares of common stock in the various 
states in which its shares are offered. 

3. Approval of the proposed 
transaction thereof by the general 
partner of Broad Street. 

4. In addition, the Fund will not make 
such commitment and investment in 
Broad Street unless its Board of 
Directors ratifies its earlier action 
permitting such commitment and 
investment and determines that there 
have been no material adverse 
developments affecting the proposed 
investment in Broad Street, such 
determination to take place shortly 
before such commitment and investment 
is made. Applicants further agree that if 
the Fund does not make a ccmmitment 
to invest in Broad Street within (90) 
days ninety days of the granting of the 
order sought hereby, such commitment 
and investment will not be made 
without a further order of the 
Commission. 

For the Commission, by the Division of 
Investment Management, under delegated 
authority. 

Jonathan G. Katz, 

Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 87-2218 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 8010-01-M 


SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION 


Reporting and Recordkeeping 
Requirements Under OMB Review 


ACTION: Notice of reporting 
requirements submitted for review. 


SUMMARY: Under the provisions of the 
Paperwork Reduction Act (44 U:S.C. 
Chapter 35), agencies are required to 
submit proposed reporting and 
recordkeeping requirements to OMB for 
review and approval, and to publish a 
notice in the Federal Register notifying 
the public that the agency has made 
such a submission. 


DATE: Comments should be submitted 
within 21 days of this publication in the 
Federal Register. If you intend to 
comment but cannot prepare comments 
promptly, please advise the OMB 
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Reviewer and the Agency Clearance 
Officer before the deadline. 

Copies: Request for clearance (S.F. 
83), supporting statement, and other 
documents submitted to OMB for review 
may be obtained from the Agency 
Clearance Officer. Submit comments to 
the Agency Clearance Officer and the 
OMB Reviewer. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 


Agency clearance officer: Elizabeth M. 
Zaic, Small Business Administration, 
1441 L Street, NW., Room 200, 
Washington, DC 20416, Telephone: 
(202) 653-6623 

OMB. reviewer: Robert Neal, Office of 
Information and Regulatory Affairs, 
Office of Management and Budget, 
New Executive Office Building, 
Washington, DC 20503, Telephone: 
(202) 395-7340 

Title: SBDC Quarterly and Financial 
Reports 

Frequency: Quarterly. 

Description of Respondents: SBDC 
Directors are required to submit 
quarterly financial-reports to SBA 

Annual Responses: 196 

Annual Burden. Hours: 12,936 

Type of Request: Extension 

Elizabeth M. Zaic, 

Deputy Director, Office of Administrative 

Services, Small Business Administration. 

January 30, 1987. 

{FR Doc. 87-2240 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 8025-01-M 


[Deciaration of Disaster Loan Area #2264] 


Declaration of Disaster Loan Area, 
South Carolina 


Charleston and Georgetown Counties 
and the adjacent Counties of Colleton 
and Horry in the State of South Carolina 
constitute a disaster area because of 
damage from flooding, wave action and 
winds which occurred on December 31, 
1986 and January 1, 1987. Applications 
for loans for physical damage may be 
filed until the close of business on 
March 30, 1987, and for economic injury 
until the close of business on October 
28, 1987, at the address listed below: 
Disaster Area 2 Office, Small Business 

Administration, 120 Ralph McGill 

Blvd., 14th Floor, Atlanta, Georgia 

30308. 
or other locally announced locations. 

The interest rates are: 


Homeowners with credit available 


Percent 


Businesses with credit available 
7.500 
Businesses without credit avail- 
able elsewhere 
Businesses. (EIDL) without credit 
available elsewhere 
Other (non-profit organizations in- 
cluding charitable and religious 
organizations) 


4.000 
4.000 


9.500 


The number assigned to this-disaster 
is 226406 for physical damage and for 
economic injury the number is 649600. 
(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance 


Programs Nos. 50002 and 59008) 
Dated: January :28, 1987. 


Charles L. Heatherly, 

Deputy Administrator. 

[FR Doc. 87-2242 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 8025-01-M 


[License No. 02/04-5138] 
Merit Funding, Inc.; Surrender of 
License 


Notice is hereby given that Merit 
Funding, Inc., 4124 Broadway, New 
York, New York 10033 has surrendered 
its license to operate as a small business 
investment company under the Small 
Business Investment Act of 1958, as 
amended (the Act). Merit Funding, Inc. 
was licensed by the Small Business 
Administration on June 14, 1978. 

Under the authority vested by the Act 

and pursuant to the Regulations 
promulgated thereunder, the surrender 
was accepted on December 31, 1986, 
and, accordingly, all rights, privileges, 
and franchises derived therefrom have 
been terminated. 
(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance 
Program No. 59.001, Smal! Business 
Investment Companies) 

Dated: January 28, 1987. 

Robert G. Lineberry, 

Deputy Associate Administrator for 
Investment. 

[FR Doc. 87-2241 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 8025-01-M 


DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 


Applications for Certificates of Public 
Convenience and Necessity and 
Foreign Air Carrier Permits; Week 
Ended January 23, 1987 


The following applications for 
certificates of public convenience and 
necessity and foreign air carrier permits 
were filed under Subpart Q of the 
Department of Transportation's 
Procedural Regulations (See 14 CFR 
302.1701 et. seq.). The due date for 
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answers, conforming application, or 
motion to modify scope are set forth 
below for each application. Following 
the answer period DOT may process the 
application. by expedited procedures. 
Such procedures may consist of the 
adoption of a show-cause order, a 
tentative order, or in apppropriate cases 
a final order without further 
proceedings. 


Docket No. 44625 


Date Filed: January 23, 1987. 

Due Date for Answers, Conforming 
Applications, or Motion to Modify 
Scope: February 20, 1987. 

Description: Joint Application of 
Continental Airlines, Inc. and Eastern 
Air Lines, Inc. pursuant to Section 401 of 
the Act and Subpart Q of the 
Regulations, applies for an amendment 
of a condition in the certificates for 
Routes 59, 71-F, 110, 131, 148, 157, 165, 
239, 240, 258, 287, 389, and 487. 

Phyllis T. Kaylor, 

Chief, Documentary Services Division. 
{FR Doc. 87-2264 Filed 23-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4910-62-M ? 


Maritime Administration 
[Docket S-799] 


Moore McCormack Bulk Transport, 
inc.; Application 


In the matter of Application for Written 
Permission Pursuant to section 805(a) of the 
Merchant Marine Act, 1936,-as amended, and 
Article [I-13 of Operating-Differential 
Subsidy Agreement, Contract MA/MSB-295 
for Certain Affiliations and Other 
Arrangements Concerning Moore 
McCormack Bulk Transport, Inc. and Certain 
of its Affiliates which will be Acquired by 
Barker Associates Inc. 


McCormack Bulk Transport, Inc. (Bulk 
Transport) by letter of counsel dated 
January 30, 1987, requested written 
permission pursuant to section 805(a) of 
the Act and Article I-13 of Bulk 
Transport’s Operating-Differential 
Subsidy Agreement (ODSA), Contract 
MA/MSB-295 for certain affiliations and 
arrangements described hereafter. — 

Bulk Transport is a party to ODSA 
Contract MA/MSB-295 for the operation 
of three tank vessels in the foreign 
commerce of the United States. The 
Interlake Steamship Company 
(Interlake), owns and operates dry bulk 
cargo vessels as contract carriers in 
domestic coastwise trade on the Great 
Lakes, and Moore McCormack Leasing 
II (Leasing), owns a vessel chartered to 
Interlake for operation in the domestic 
trade. Bulk Transport, Interlake and 
Leasing are wholly-owned subsidiaries 
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of Moore McCormack Resources, Inc. 
(Resources). Written-permission under 
section 805{a) and Article I-13 of the 
ODSA for the affiliation between Bulk 
Transport on the one hand and Interlake 
and Leasing on the other, has been 
granted by the Maritime Administration, 
including appropriate permission for 
certain common officers and directors, 
and for the controlling interest of 
Resources in all three companies. 

Resources proposes to sell all the 
stock of Interlake and Leasing to 
Interlake Holding Company {Holding), a 
Delaware corporation, and all the stock 
in Bulk Transport to Barker Associates 
Inc. (Associates), also a Delaware 
corporation. All stock issued by Holding 
will be owned by Mr. James R. Barker. 
Mr. Barker will own 55 percent of the 
stock of Associates and his children, 
Mark W. Barker, James A. Barker, Karen 
E. Barker, will each own 15 percent of 
the stock of Associates. Both purchasing 
corporations will be citizens of the 
United States as defined in section 905 
of the Act. The operating organizations 
of Bulk Transport and Interlake will 
remain respectively with these 
companies. The guarantees or 
undertakings made by Resources to Bulk 
Transport and Interlake will remain in 
force after the sale. 

Bulk Transport requests written 
permission under section 805(a) of the 
Act and Article I-13 of the ODSA for 
Mr. Barker to own a pecuniary interest 
in, and to control Holding, and 
Associates directly, and through them, 
Interlake, Leasing and Bulk Transport, 
for the_same scope of domestic 
ownership and operations by Interlake 
and Leasing as is contained in Article I- 
Il of Bulk Transport's ODSA. In 
addition, permission is requested for 
any common officers and directors, so 
long as Mr. Barker's direct or indirect 
control of all of the companies exists. 

Initially, it is planned that Mr. Barker 
will be a director, Chairman and 
President of Holding, Interlake, Leasing, 
and Associates, and a director and 
Chairman of Bulk Transport; that Mr. 
Wycliffe L. Bennett will be Treasurer of 
Holding, a director, Vice President, 
Treasurer and Chief Financial Officer of 
Interlake, Leasing and Bulk Transport; 
and that Mr. Michael J. Herling will be 
Secretary of Holding, Interlake, Leasing, 
Associates and Bulk Transport. There 
will initially be no other common 
director or officer of Holding, Interlake 
or Leasing on the one hand, and on the 
other, Associates and Bulk Transport. 

Any person, firm or corporation 
having any interest (within the meaning 
of section 805{a)) in Bulk Transport's 
request and desiring to submit 
comments concerning the request must 


by 5:00 PM on February 10, 1987 file 
written comments in triplicate with the 
Secretary, Maritime Administration, 
together with petition for leave to 
intervene. The petition shall state 
clearly and concisely the ds of 
interest, and the alleged facts relied on 
for relief. 

If no petition for leave to invervene is 
received within the specified time or if it 
is determined that petitions filed do not 
demonstrate sufficient interest to 
warrant a hearing, the Maritime 
Administration will take such action as 
may be deemed appropriate. 

In the event petitions regarding the 

relevant section 805{a) issues are 
received from parties with standing to 
be heard, a hearing will be held, the 
purpose of which will be to receive 
evidence under section 805(a) relative to 
whether the proposed operations: (a) 
Could result in unfair competition to any 
person, firm, or corporation operating 
exclusively in the coastwise or 
intercoastal service, or (b) would be 
prejudicial to the objects and policy of 
the Act relative to domestic trade 
operations. 
(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance 
Program No. 20.804 Operating-Differential 
Subsidies) 

By Order of the Maritime Administrator. 

Dated: January 30, 1987. 

James E. Saari, 

Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 87-2263 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4910-61-M 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 


Public Information Collection 
Requirements Submitted to OMB for 
Review 


Dated: January 29, 1987. 


The Department of the Treasury has 
submitted the following public 
information collection requirement(s) to 
OMB for review and clearance under 
the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, 
Pub. L. 96-511. Copies of the 
submission(s) may be obtained by 
calling the Treasury Bureau Clearance 
Officer listed. Comments regarding 
these information collections should be 
addressed to the OMB reviewer listed 
and to the Treasury Department 
Clearance Officer, Room 7313, 1201 
Constitution Avenue, NW., Washington, 
DC 20220. 


Internal Revenue Service 


OMB Number: 1545-0909 

Form Number: IRS Form 8210 

Type of Review: Revision 

Title: Self-Assessed Penalties Return 
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Clearance Officer: Garrick Shear, (202) 
566-6150, Room 5571, 1111 
Constitution Avenue, NW., 
Washington, DC 20224 

OMB Reviewer: Milo Sunderhauf, (202) 
395-6880, Office of Management and 
Budget, Room 3208, New Executive 
Officer Building, Washington, DC 
20503. 

Dale A. Morgan, 

Departmental Reports Management Office. 

[FR Doc. 87-2253 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 4810-25-M 


Public Information Collection 
Requirements Submitted to OMB for 
Review 


Dated: January 29, 1987. 


The Department of Treasury has 
submitted the following public 
information collection requirement(s) to 
OMB for review and clearance under 
the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, 
Pub. L. 96-511. Copies of the 
submission(s) may be obtained by 
calling the Treasury Bureau Clearance 
Officer listed. Comments regarding 
these information collections should be 
addressed to the OMB reviewer listed 
and to the Treasury Department 
Clearance Officer, Reom 7313, 1201 
Constitution Avenue, NW., Washington, 
DC 20220. ; 


Internal Revenue Service 


OMB Number: New 

Form Number: IRS Form 1120-DF 

Type of Review: New 

Title: U.S. Income Tax Return for 
Designated Settlement Funds (Under 
Section 468B) 

OMB Number: 1545-0212 

Form Number: IRS Form 5558 

Type of Review: Revision 

Title: Application for Extension of Time 
to File Certain Employee Plan Returns 

Clearance Officer: Garrick Shear (202) 
566-6150, Room 5571, 1111 
Constitution Avenue, NW., 
Washington, DC 20224 

OMB Reviewer: Milo Sunderhavf, (202) 
395-6880, Office of Management and 
Budget,’ Room 3208, New Executive 
Officer Building, Washington, DC 
20503. 

Douglas J. Colley, 

Departmental Reports Management Office. 

[FR Doc. 87-2254 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 4810-25-M 
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OFFICE OF THE UNITED STATES 
TRADE REPRESENTATIVE 


Suspension of Increased Tariffs on 
Certain Articles 


AGENCY: Office of the United States 
Trade Representative. 
ACTION: Notice. 


SUMMARY: This notice suspends the 


increased duties. imposed by 
Proclamation 5601 on all articles set out 
in that Proclamation, including certain 
hams, cheeses, vegetables, white wines, 
brandies and gin. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: January 30, 1987. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Charles E. Roh, Jr. Office of the United 
States Trade Representative (202) 395-. 
5114, 600 17th Street, Washington, DC 
20506. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On May 
15, 1986 the President determined 
pursuant to section 301{a) of the Trade 
Act of 1974; that restrictions impesed by 
the European Economic Community 
(EEC) on grain and oilseeds deny 
benefits to the United States under the 
General Agreenient on Tariffs and 
Trade (GATT), are unreasonable and 
constitute a burden or restriction on U.S. 
commerce. In Proclamation 5601 of 
January 21,1987 (52 FR 2663), in 
response to the uncompensated 
withdrawal of tariff concessions and 
application of the EEC variable levy on 
Spanish imports of corn and sorghum, 
the President proclaimed increased 

- tariffs on imports into the United States 
of specified articles, effective January 
30, 1987. In the event the EEC provided 
adequate compensation, the President in 
that Proclamation authorized the United 
States Trade Representative {USTR) to 
suspend, modify or terminate the 
increased duties upon publication in the 
Federal Register of the USTR’s 


determination that such action:is in the 
interest of the United States. 

On January 29, the United States and 
the EEC reached an agreement whereby 
the EEC will provide adequate 
compensation to the United States at 
least for the period through December 
31, 1990. Under the terms of that 
agreement, the EEC will, among other 
steps, extend certain tariff 
commitments, reduce certain tariffs and 
take steps to assure EEC importation of 
certain quantities of feedgrains from 
non-EEC countries. 

Action: Pursuant to the authority 
delegated to me in Proclamation 5601 of 
January 21, 1987, I have determined that, 
the EEC having agreed to provide 
adequate compensation at least until 
December 31, 1990,.for withdrawal of 
concessions and the application of 
variable levies on corn and sorghum, it 
is in the interest.of the United States to 
suspend, effective January 30, 1987, the 
increased duties imposed by 
Proclamation 5601 on-all the articles 
specified in the annex to that 
Proclamation. 

Accordingly, the increased duties 
imposed by Proclamation 5601 are 
suspended, effective with respect:to 
articles entered, or withdrawn from 
warehouse for consumption, on or after 
January 30, 1987, on all the articles 
specified in the annex to that 
Proclamation, thereby restoring, 
effective that date, the ratés of duty 
previously applied to such articles. 
Clayton Yeutter, 

United States Trade Representative. 
[FR Doc. 87-2337 Filed 2-3-87; 10:16.am] 
BILLING CODE 3190-01-m 


VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION 


Special Medical Advisory Group; 
Meeting 


The Veterans’ Administration gives 
notice under Pub. L. 92-463 that a 
meeting of the Special Medical Advisory 
Group will be held on February 12 and 
13, 1987. The session on February 12 will 
be held at the Sheraton Carlton Hotel, 
923 Sixteenth Street, NW., Washington. 
DC 20006, and the session on.February 
13 will be held in Room 119 at the 
Veterans’ Administration Central Office. 
810 Vermont Avenue, NW., Washington, 
DC 20420. In addition, the Subcommittee 
on the Department of Medicine and 
Surgery’s Mission will hold a session on 
February 12 in Room 819 at the 
Veterans’ Administration Central Office, 
810 Vermont Avenue, NW., Washington, 
DC 20420 convening at 1:30 p.m. The 
purpose of the Special Medical Advisory 
Group is to.advise the Administrator 
and Chief Medical Director relative to 
the care and treatment of disabled 
veterans, and other matters pertinent to 
the Veterans’ Administration's 
Department of Medicine and Surgery. 

The session on February 12 (held at 
the Sheraton Carlton Hotel) will 
convene at 6.p.m. and the session on 
February 13 will convene at 8 a.m. All 
sessions will be open to the public up to 
the seating capacity of the rooms. 
Because this capacity is limited, it will 
be necessary for those wishing to attend. 
to contact Kathy Eller, Secretary, Office 
of the Chief Medical Director, Veterans’ 
Administration Central Office (phone 
202/233-5156} prior to February 6, 1987. 

Dated: January 15, 1987. 

‘By direction of the Administrator. 
Rosa Maria Fontanez, 
Committee Management Officer. 
[FR Doc. 87-2156 Filed 2--3-87; 8:45 am| 
BILLING CODE 8320-01-M 
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Sunshine Act Meetings 


This .section of the FEDERAL REGISTER 
contains notices of meetings published 
under the “Government in the ,Sunshine 
Act” (Pub. L. 94-409) 5 U.S.C. 552b(e)(3). 


COMMODITY FUTURES TRADING 
COMMISSION 


TIME AND DATE: 10:00 a.m., February 19, 
1987. 


PLACE: 2033 K Street, NW., Washington, 

DC, 5th Floor Hearing Room. 

STATUS: Open. 

MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED: 

Oral Arguments 

Lawrence Grabarnick v. National Futures 
Association, CFTC Docket No. CRAA-86-3 

Sansom Refining Company V..Drexel 


Brunham Lambert, Inc., et at., CFTC Docket 
No. 82—R448 


CONTACT PERSON FOR MORE 
INFORMATION: Jean A. Webb, 254-6314. 
Jean A. Webb, 

Secretary of the Commission. 

[FR Doc. 87-2324 Filed 2-2-87; 11:55 am] 
BILLING CODE 6351-01-M 


FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM BOARD OF 
GOVERNORS 


TIME AND DATE: 12:00 noon, Monday, 
February 9, 1987. 


PLACE: Marriner S. Eccles Federal 
Reserve Board Building, C Street 
entrance between 20th and 21st Streets, 
NW., Washington, DC 20551. 


Status: Closed. 
MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED: 


1. Personnel actions (appointments, 
promotions, assignments, reassignments, and 
salary actions) involving individual Federal 
Reserve System employees. 

2. Any items carried forward from a 
previously announced meeting. 


CONTACT PERSON FOR MORE 
INFORMATION: Mr. Joseph R. Coyne, 
Assistant to the Board; (202) 452-3204. 
You may Call (202) 452-3207, beginning 
at approximately 5.p.m. two business 
days before this meeting, for a recorded 
announcement of bank and bank 
holding company applications scheduled 
for the meeting. 

Dated: January 30, 1987. 
James McAfee, 
Associate Secretary of the Board. 
[FR Doc. 87-2269 Filed 1-30-87; 4:43-p.m.]} 
BILLING CODE 6210-01-m 


HARRY S. TRUMAN SCHOLARSHIP 
FOUNDATION 

TIME.AND DATE: 11:00 a.m. Tuesday, 
April 14, 1987. 

PLACE: National Press Club, “The News 
Room”—13th Floor, 14th &-F Streets; 
NW., Washington, DC 20045. 

STATUS: The meeting will be open to the 
public. 

MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED: 

Portions open to the public: 


1. Call meeting to order. 

2. Adoption of proposed agenda. 

3. Approval of minutes of September 16, 1986 
meeting. 

4. Discussion of the 1988-89 Scholarship 


program. 
a. Impact of the President's Budget on the 


program. 

b. Determination of annual cost of living 
increase in maximum level of scholarship 
grant. « : 

c. Speaker for 1988 Awards Ceremony. 

d. Comment on the increase in the number 
of nominations, 

e. Discussion of other program changes. 

f. Report on Marshal! Foundation public 
service leadership program. 

5. Report of the Executive Secretary. 

a. Status of Trust Fund. 

b. Update on Scholars. 

c. Regional Review Panels and Panelists. 

d. Comments from campus faculty 
representatives on eligibility. 

6. Resolution to empower the Chairman/ 
Executive Secretary to enter/renew 
contracts, conclude agreements, and 
conduct other Foundation business. 

7. Resolution approving the 1987 panel 
recommendations of Truman Scholars 
and Alternates. 

8. New Business. 

9. Discuss and set date, time and place of Fall 
Board meeting. 

10. Adjournment. 


CONTACT PERSON FOR MORE 
INFORMATION: Malcolm C. McCormack, 
Executive Secretary, Telephone 202/ 
395-4831. 

Malcolm C. McCormack, 

Executive Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 87-2325 Filed 2-2-87; 11:55 am] 
BILLING CODE 6820-AB-M 


INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION 
TIME AND DATE: 10:00 a.m., Wednesday, 
February 11, 1987. 

PLACE: Hearing Room A, Interstate 
Commerce Commission, 12th & 
Constitution Avenue, NW., Washington, 
DC 20423. 

Status: Open Special Conference. 
MATTER TO BE DISCUSSED: . 


Federal Register 
Vol. 52. No. 23 


Wednesday, February 4, 1987 


Finance Docket No. 30900—Joint Application 
of CSX Corporation and Sealand 
Corporation Under 49 U.S.C. 11321. 


CONTACT PERSON FOR MORE 
INFORMATION: Alvin H. Brown, Office of 
Legislative and Public Affairs, 
Telephone: (202) 275-7252. 

Noreta R. McGee, 

Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 87-2224 Filed 1-30-87; 2:11 pm] 
BILLING CODE 7035-01-M 


NATIONAL SCIENCE BOARD 
DATE AND TIME: 
February 20, 1987 


8:30 a.m. Closed Session 
8:45 a.m. Open Session 


PLACE: National Science Foundation, 
Washington, D.C. 

STATUS: Most of this meeting will be 
open to the public. Part of this meeting 
will be open to the public. 

MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED FEBRUARY 
20: 

Closed Session (8:30-8:45 a.m. ) 

1. Minutes—August 1986 Meeting 


2. NSB and NSF Staff Nominees 
3. Grants, Contracts, and Programs 


Open Session (8:45-12:00 noon) 

4. Grants, Contracts and Programs 

5. Chairman's Report 

6. Minutes—November 1986 Meeting 

7. Director's Report 

8. Report of the NSF Advisory Committee on 
Merit Review 

9. Report on Executive Committee Retreat 

10. Interim Report of Committee on NSF Role 
in Polar Regions 

11. Presentation on Coordinated 
Experimental Research 

12: Other Business 

Thomas Ubois, 

Executive Officer. 

[FR Doc. 87-2284 Filed 2-2-87; 10:06 am] 

BILLING CODE 7555-01-M 


NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 


DATE: Weeks of February 2, 9, 16, and 
23, 1987. 


PLACE: Commissioners’ Conference 
Room, 1717 H Street, NW., Washington, 
DC.. 


status: Open and Closed. 
MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED: 
Week of February 2 

Thursday, February 5 

2:00 p.m. 
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Discussion of Management-Organization: 
and Internal Personnel Matters (closed—. 
Ex. 2 & 6) 
3:30 p.m. : 
Affirmation/Discussion and Vote (Public 
Meeting) (if needed) 


Friday, February 6 


10:00 a.m. 
Briefing on Chernobyl (Public Meeting} 


Week of February 3—Tentative 


Thursday, February 12 


10:00 a.m. 
Meeting with Regional Administrators 
(Public Meeting) 
2:00 p.m. 
Briefing on Advanced Reactor Designs 
(Public Meeting) 
3:30 p.m. 
Affirmation/Discussion and Vate (Public 
Meeting) (if needed) 


Friday, February 13 


10:00 a.m. 
Briefing by GPUNC on Status of TMI-2 
Cleanup (Public Meeting) 


Week of February 16—Tentative 


Tuesday, February 17 


10:00 a.m. 
Briefing on Surry Incident (Public-Meeting)} 
2:00 p.m. 


Briefing on Final Version of Draft NUREG- - 


1150 (Source Term) (Public Meeting) 
(Postponed from January 30) 


Wednesday, February 18 


2:00 p.m. 
Briefing on Status of EEO Program (Public 
Meeting) 
3;30 p.m. 
Affirmation/Discassion and Vote (Public 
Meeting) (if needed) 


Week of February 23—Toentative 


Tuésday, February 24 
2:00 p.m. —- 4 a 
Discaickan/Pcbutbie’ Vote on Full Power 
Operating Licence for Clinton-1 (Public 
Meeting) 


Wednesday, February 25 
10:00 a.m. 


Discussion-of Management-Organization 
and Internal Personnel Matters (Closed— 
Ex. 2 & 6) 
2:00 p.m. 
Discussion/Possible Vote on Restart of 
Palisades (Public Meeting) 


Thursday, February 26 
10:00. a.m. 
Briefing on Status of Fort St. Vrain (Public 
Meeting} 
3:00 p.m. 
Affirmation/Discussion and Vote (Public 
Meeting) (if needed) 


ADDITIONAL INFORMATION: Affirmation 
of “Request for Stay of Immediate 
Effectiveness Provision of License 
Suspension Order by Advanced Medical 
Systems, Inc.” (Public Meeting} was held 
on January 29. Affirmation of. ‘Final 
Rulemaking for Revisions to Operator 
Licensing—10 ‘CFR Part 55. and 
Conforming Amendments” scheduled 
for January 29, postponed. 

TO VERIFY THE STATUS OF MEETINGS 
CALL (RECORDING) (202) 634-1498. 
CONTACT PERSON FOR MORE 
INFORMATION: Robert McOsker (202) 
634-1410. 

Robert B. McOsker, 

Office of the Secretary. 

January 29; 1987. 


[FR Doc. 87-2270 Filed 1-30-87; 4:43 pm] 


BILLING CODE 7590-01-M 


SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION 
status: Closed Meeting. ~ 


PLACE: 450 Fifth Street, NW., 
Washington, D.C. 


Notice is hereby given; pursuant to the 
provisions of the Government in the 
Sunshine Act, Pub. L. 94-409, that the 
Securities and Exchange Commission 
held a closed meeting on Monday, 
January 26, 1987 at 10:30 a.m., to 
consider the following item. 


Settlement of administrative proceeding of 
an enforcement nature. 


3525 


Chairman Shad and-Commissioners 
Cox, Grundfest and Fleischman, 
determined that Commission business 
required the above change and that no 
earlier notice thereof was possible. 

At times changes in Commission 
priorities require alterations in the 
scheduling of meeting items. For further 
information andto ascertain what, if 
any, matters have been added, deleted 
or postponed, please contact: Kathryn 
Natale at (202) 272-3195. 

Jonathan Katz 
Secretary. 
January 27, 1987. 


[FR Doc. 87-2418 Filed 2-2-87; 3:45 p.m.]} 
BILLING CODE 8010-01-M 


UNITED STATES INSTITUTE OF PEACE 
TIMES AND DATES: 


9:00 a.m.-5:00 p.m., Thursday, February 12, 
1987 
9:00 a.m.-5:00 p.m., Friday, February. 13, 1987 
PLACE: National Trust for Historic 
Preservation 1785 Massachusetts 
Avenue, NW., Washington, DC 20036. 
STATUS: Open (portions may be closed 
pursuant to subsection (c) of section 
552(b) of title 5, United States Code, as 
provided in subsection 1706(h){3).of the 
United States Institute of Peace Act, 
Pub. L. 98-525). 
AGENDA (TENTATIVE): Meeting of the 
Board of Directors convened. 
Consideration of minutes. President's 
report. Reporis on presidential search. 
Consideration of grants applications. 
Jennings Randolph Fellowship Program. 
CONTACT: Mrs. Olympia Diniak. 
Telephone (202) 789-5700. 
Dated: January 30, 1987. 
Charles Duryea Smith, 
Attorney Adviser, United States Institute of 
Peace. 
[FR Doc. 87-2326 Filed 2-2-87; 11:55 am] 
BILLING CODE 3155-01-M 





3526-3530 
Corrections 


This section of the FEDERAL REGISTER 
contains editorial corrections of previously 
published Presidential, Rule, Proposed 
Rule, and Notice documents. These 
corrections are prepared by the Office of 
the Federal Register. Agency prepared 
corrections are issued as ‘signed 
documents and appear in the appropriate 
document categories elsewhere in the 


issue 


THE PRESIDENT 
3 CFR 


Radiation Protection Guidance to 
Federal Agencies for Occupational 
Exposure; Approval of Environmental 
Protection Agency Recommendations 


Correction 


In Presidential document 87-1716 
beginning on page 2822 in the issue of 
Tuesday, January 27, 1987, and corrected 
at page 3079 in the issue of Friday, 
January 30, 1987, make the following 
additional corrections: 

1. On page 2824, in the second 
complete paragraph, in the 16th line, 
“doses” should read “dose”, 

2. On page 2828, in the first complete 
paragraph, in the tenth line, “accrued” 
was misspelled. 

3. On page 2832, in the first complete 
paragraph, in the third line, “required” 
should read “require”. 

4. On the same page, in paragraph “6”, 
in the 11th line, “provision” should read 
“provisions”. 

5. On the same page, in paragraph “7”, 
in the ninth line, ‘worker’ should read 
“workers”. 

6. On the same page, in the last 
paragraph, in the first line, “does” 
should read “doses”. 

7. On page 2833, in paragraph “9”, in 
the sixth line, “interventions” should 
read “intervention”. 

8. On the same page, in paragraph “2”, 
in the second line, “for” should read 
ae. 

9. On the same page, in paragraph “3”, 
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in the fourth line, “determining” was 
misspelled. 

10. On the same page, in paragraph 
“4”, in the seventh line, “from” should 
read “for”. 

11. On the same page, in paragraph 
“5”, in the first line, “b” should read 
“by”. 

12. On the same page, in footnote 7, in 
the first line, “of’ should read “or”. 


BILLING CODE 1505-01-D 


DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND 
URBAN DEVELOPMENT 


Office of the Assistant Secretary for 
Housing-Federal Housing 
Commissioner 


[Docket No. N-86-1653; FR-2307] 


Section 8 Housing Vouchers—Notice 
of Funding Availability for a Limited 
Number of Section 8 Opt Outs 


Correction 

In notice document 86-29151 
appearing on page 47064 in the issue of 
Tuesday, December 30, 1986, make the 
following correction: 

In the first column the Effective Date 
should read “December 30, 1986”. 


BILLING CODE 1505-01-D 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


Bureau of Land Management 
[CO-940-87-4220-10; C-39289) 


Opening of Public Lands; Colorado 


Correction 


In notice document 86-27797 
beginning on page 44693 in the issue of 
Thursday, December 11, 1986, make the 
following correction: 

On page 44694, in the first column, at 
the end of the eleventh line, insert “and 
SwW’%;”. 

BILLING CODE 1505-01-D- 





Wednesday 
February 4, 1987 


Part Il 


Federal Trade 
Commission 


Granting of Request for Early 
Termination of the Waiting Period Under 
the Premerger Notification Rules; Notice 


BEST COPY AVAILABLE 
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FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION persons contemplating certain The following transactions were 
or acquisitions to give the Federal Trade granted early termination of the waiting 

Granting of Request for Early Commission and the Assistant Attorney ~— period provided by law and the 
Termination of the Waiting Period General advance notice and to wait premerger notification rules. The grants 
Under the Premerger Notification dosignated periods before were made by the Federal Trade 
Rules consummation of such plans. Section Commission and the Assistant Attorney 
7A(b)(2) of the Act permits the agencies, | General for the Antitrust Division of the 

Section 7A of the Clayton Act, 15 in individual cases, to terminate this Department of Justice. Neither agency 
U.S.C. 18a, as added by Title II of the waiting period prior to its expirationand  imtends to take any action with respect 
Hart-Scott-Rodino Antitrust requires that notice of this action be to these proposed acquisitions during 
Improvements Act of 1976, requires published in the Federal Register. the applicable waiting period: 


FISCAL YEAR 1987 TRANSACTIONS, TRANSACTIONS GRANTED EARLY TERMINATION MONTH OF DECEMBER 


Name of acquiring person Transaction Date 
Name of ired person number inat 
- ; iw — _ 


Outrigger Hotels Hawaii 870303 12-01-86 
First Federal Savings Bank of Rogers, Arkansas, et al 
First Federal Savings Bank of Rogers, Arkansas, et al 
Cablevision industries Ltd Partnership 870315 12-01-86 
Tribune Company 
Danville Cablevision Company 
Gulf & Western Inc 870369 12-01-86 
Festival Cinemas 
Festival Cinemas 
Land O’Lakes, Inc 870389 12-01-86 
Farmers Union Central Exchange, Inc. 
CENEX Feed/Seed Divisionchange, Inc. 
Farmers Union Central Exchange, Incorporated 870390 12-01-86 
Land O’Lakes, Inc. 
Petroleum Assets of LOL 
ican a cath scl scncppnenapenSnsmaipsg Riana cable meegpieseskbiodobigilensdaagicdcaabooneespunsstoatsSaawiic 870446 12-01-86 
Pasta & Cheese, Inc. 
Pasta & Cheese, Inc. 
aU, A ai ccititiarietleg iti tence asennad ee eessesen i essa 870447 12-01-86 
Pasta & Cheese, inc. 
Pasta & Cheese, Inc. 

870454 12-01-86 


Bertetsmann AG/RA Mohin/.S Mobi ..............-00c-ccrecesaverereoseredennts 870477 12-01-86 
Peter C. Parsons and Helen W. Parsons 

Riverside County Publishing Co. of California 

GH. Beazer (Holdings) PLC... .........-cecercessscssessnecnenssessncesnmesseveresesnereseeenee la it lal 870478 12-01-86 
Merrill L. Nash 


870488 12-01-86 
Panhandle Eastern Corporation 
Dixilyn-Field Drilling Company 
Azabu Building Co Ltd 870491 12-01-86 
Kaanapali Beach Partners and Kaanapali Beach Partners 
Kaanapali Beach Partners and Kaanapali Beach Partners 
Ameritech Pension Trust 870502 12-01-86 
Sears, Roebuck & Co. 
Calpark Shopping Center Corp. 


Kerby Saunders, Inc. 

Kerby Saunders, Inc. 

Goldman Financial Group, inc., (David L. Goldman, UPE) 870506 12-01-86 
Emhart Corporation 

Fellows Corporation 

Chock Full of Nuts Corporation 870511 12-01-86 
Kenneth R. Fischer 

The Greenwich Mills Company 

Lomas & Nettleton Financial Corp 870513 12-01-86 
M Corp. 

MNET Corp. 


870503 12-01-86 
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Fiscat. YEAR 1987 TRANSACTIONS, TRANSACTIONS GRANTED EARLY TERMINATION MONTH OF DECEMBER—Continued 


Name of acquiring persor Seaton cee 
Name of acquired persor . 
Name of acquired entity number terminated 


12-01-86 


Texas Eastern Corporation 
ES UOC D>" 5-2. sade opnecppgncarppegnsangespesivvornenionredasanitieberectenteneentntberevunidontoanmpeteinstiedl 42-07-86 
Graphisphere Corporation 
Graphisphere Corporation 


12-01-86 


12-01-86 


American Adventure, Inc. 
American Adventure, Inc. 
42-02-86 
Transamerica Corporation 
Pumptron Divi. of Transamerica Delaval, Inc. 
12-02-86 


42-02-86 


Mr. Edward G. McMahon and Mrs. Mary Alice McMahon 

McMahon Food Company, inc. 

Washington Healthcare Corporati , 12-02-86 
Columbia Hospital for Women Foundation, Inc. 

Columbia Hospital for Women Foundation, inc. 


Agronomy Company—A Joint Venture 

Agronomy Company—A Joint Venture 

Agronomy Company—A Joint Venture 

Agronomy Company—A Joint Venture 

Gulf and: Western incorporated 12-02-86 
Central Pacific Corporation 

Central Pacific Corporation 

CrossLand Savings FSB 12-02-86 
FMC Corporation 

FMC Finance Corporation 


12-02-86 


12-02-86 


The McGuire Company 
AS. FROIN nnn nsccecaonenscneesavveczeessesseorscocnescenszenoeortoeonesrenereesernentsfoneesensensesserenesnenscentresneoenmeresansesuussneeeseeseeee 12-02-86 
Dowling Bag Company, inc. 


Dowling Bag Company, Inc. 
12-02-86 


12-02-86 


12-02-86 


The Laird-Group Public Limited Company 12-02-86 
Henry B. Thomas 

Etta Packaging, Inc. 

The Laird. Group Public Limited Company 12-02-86 
Thomas M. Wilkinson 

Etta Packaging, Inc. 

i aS inl cauchisdl ecan sab cacetadetamcs a clecamwoen ec vibaneennnlene ac uainaaaonin 12-02-86 
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FISCAL YEAR 1987 TRANSACTIONS, TRANSACTIONS GRANTED EARLY TERMINATION MONTH OF DECEMBER—Continued 


poe . an Transaction Date 
Name of acquired oe. number terminated 


870325 


Spear Leeds & Kellogg 
First Options of Chicago, Inc. 
870412 
Great American First Savings Bank 
Great American First Savings Bank 
870423 


ing Company 
The Lundy Packing Company 
Centocor, Incorporated 870432 
FMC Corporation ° 
Iimmunorex Associates and IRMX Corp. 
870433 


870455 
870509 
870515 
870521 


870526 


Weldun International, inc. 
Charles F. Doser oc. c.ecccssesssscsveesesvesenenns Kn SiResehackinresedechedioscteieanpsut he 870566 
Cabievision of Ohio, Ltd. a limited i 
Cablevision of Ohio, Ltd. a limited Ramer 
870314 


870379 


870381 
Progrmming 
Cablevision Systems and res of Southern Conn. ox 
Birmingham Steei Corporation 870429 


Northwest Stee! Rolling Mills, incorporated te te : 
Pepsi Cola Albany Bottling Co.,.inc...... Heveneseteersnnnntet Wissncssssatasncincetcassoctebusthissssasadictbadsdiasibsisccsacccbsicoutpecssaindaescssovesssoesee 870457 
Bernard G. Greer 


Alistar Beverages Corp. and Alistar Leasing Corp. 
870483. 
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FISCAL YEAR’ 1987 TRANSACTIONS, TRANSACTIONS GRANTED EARLY TERMINATION MONTH OF DECEMBER—Continued 


Name of acquiring person Transaction Date 
Name of acquired person. inated 
Name of acquired entity — se 


Lucas Industries PLC (United Kingdom) 12-05-86 
Schaevitz Engineering 
Schaevitz Engineering 


Checker Auto Parts, Inc. 

Guardian Royal Exchange PLC 

Grenel Financial Corporation 

Grenel Financial Corporation 

New England Mutual Life Insurance Co 
Grenel Financial Corp. 

Grenel Financial Corp. 

Newmount Mining Corporation 
Peabody Holding Company, Inc. 
Peabody Holding Company, Inc. 
MagneTek, Inc 

Thomas L. Kempner 

Universal Electric Motor Company 

a oe. 2 aoe ch casas dtden boas oetetamans a uesanceansds isoectovetoteeseucnsasessorate toler 
Union Carbide Corporation 

Union Carbide Agricultural Products Company, Inc. 
DeWitt & Lila Wallace Trust 

Shane Sheldon 

Travel Magazine Inc. 

Yves: Saint Laurent S:A.R.L. 

Squibb Corporation 

Cosmetics and fragrance subsidiaries 


Ing 
Hiram-Walker-Gooderham & Worts Limited 
Allied-Lyons PLC 
Bacardi Corpporation 
Bacardi Corpporation 


Southern tife-Insurance Company 
Lomas & Nettleton I a ia SEs as coun eqns cui eoubasasacrioanseicusacanstocinnal sa 


i ing Corp. 
-WIL Music,.Inc., Lin-Wisconsin Broadcasting Corp. WBBF. 


TRO BISIGAN CHICTNG COMPANY PIC «....-....0..0-cescnssevsonesosssnssccssoeonessnssesonsenscoesibbstedicesecscessoeeceosneeceecmmtaynegenrioe dieiniiedbe < 
Union Carbide Corporation 


Plan Investment Fund, Inc. 

Health Care Service Corporation 

Plan Investment Fund, Inc. 

Plan Investment Fund, Inc. 

Blue Cross & Biue Shield of Connecticut, Inc 
Plan Investment Fund, Inc. 

-Plan Investment Fund, Inc. 


Leaseway Transportation Corp. 
Leaseway Transportation Leasing Corp., Yellow Truck 
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FISCAL YEAR 1987 TRANSACTIONS, TRANSACTIONS GRANTED EARLY TERMINATION MONTH OF DECEMBER—Continued 


Name of —— person Transaction Date 
Name of acquired person number terminated 


870437 12-10-86 
Leaseway Transportation Corp. 
Leaseway Transportation Leasing Corp., Yellow Truck 

870438 12-10-86 


870451 12-10-86 
870466 12-10-86 
870472 12-10-86 
870505 12-10-86 
870517 12-10-86 


870524 12-10-86 
Dorman inti, inc., Hickory Cheese Co., Dorman Cheese 
Dorman Intl, inc., Hickory Cheese Co., Dorman Cheese 
Alfred McAlpine, pic 870556 12-10-86 
Blythe Industries 
Blythe Industries 
Itel Corporation 870568 12-10-86 
Anixter Bros., inc. ; 
Anixter Bros., Inc. 

870569 12-10-86 


870574 12-10-86 
870575 12-10-86 


870582 12-10-86 
Union Texas Petroleum Holdings, inc. 
Union Texas Petroleum Corporation and Union Texas 
PIN races oo cc. as cccnsccececncnsnonstanensctsebpulsshihcssdismsse ese si sbeehaaenasiGeebae a uaiteaaaMn 870586 12-10-86 
San Francisco French Bread Company 
San Francisco French Bread Company - 
G.T.C. Transcontinental Group, inc ‘ 870589 12-10-86 
James G. McMillan . 
579 Corporation 
Cummins Engine Company, inc 870594 12-10-86 
Cummins West, Inc. , 
Cummins West, Inc. 

870601 12-10-86 


Tarmac PLC 870612 12-10-86 
Wade G. Ellis 

Ellis Trans. Co. and Co-Val Concrete Pipe Co. 

W.R. Grace & Co 870613 12-10-86 
Dr. Steven Scott 

Coastal Group, Inc., Century American Insurance Group 

Great Western Resources Inc 870616 12-10-86 
Bow Valley industries, Ltd. 

Bow Valley industries, Ltd. & Bow Valley Oil & Gas inc. 

McGraw-Hill, Inc 870624 12-10-86 
Peter Tower 

C.J. Tower & Sons of Buffalo, Inc. 
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Name of acquiring person: T oti Dat 
Name of acquired person «. ° ransaction ate 
Name of acquired entity - number terminated 


The Laird Group Public Limited Company 870628 12-10-86 
Serigraph Sales & Manufacturing Co., Inc. 
Serigraph Sales & Manufacturing Co., Inc. 

870629 12-10-86 
Historical Times, Inc. 
Historical Times, inc. 

870631 12-10-86 
International Multifoods Corporation 
Adams and Smoke Craft 
Bob Evans Farms, Inc 870634 12-10-86 
Jerry P. Owens 
Owens Country Sausage, Inc. 
Venango River Corporation 870636 12-10-86 
IC Industries, Inc. 
Winois Central Gulf Railroad Company 
Arabian investment Banking Corporation 870638 12-10-86 
Club Car, Inc. 
Club Car, Inc. 
Lincoln Nationa! Corporation 870640 12-10-86 
Mr. Herbert L. Greenberg 
Preferred Financial Corporation ‘ : 
Variety Corporation : 870654 | - 12-10-86 
Dayton Walther Corporation 
Dayton Walther Corporation : 
Cooperants Mutual Life Insurance Society 870679 12-10-86 
American Mutual Liability Insurance Co. 
AM Life Insurance Company 
The Clayton & Dubilier Private Equity. Fund Il Ltd......: 870687 12-10-86 
ITT Corporation 
O.M. Scott & Sons Co., and W. Atlee Burpee Co., Canadian 
Thomson Industries, Inc., (John .B. Thomson, Jr., UPE) 870725 12-10-86 
General Motors Corporation 
Saginaw Divi’s Actuator Products Group 
Elgin National Industries, Inc 870771 12-10-86 
Nortek, Inc. 
The Industrial Products Group of Monogram Industries 

870776 12-10-86 
Secutity Pacific Corporation : 
Security Pacific Equipment Finance, Inc. : 
Trump Capital Corporation seseid 870818 12-10-86 
Fair Lanes, Inc. oS 
Fair Lanes, Inc. 
The Morgan. Crucible Company PLC 870450 42-11-86 
M/A COM, Inc. : 
M/A Com, Laser Diade, Inc. 
Allied-Lynons. PLC 870583 12-11-86 
Southern Tea Company 
Southern Tea Company 


Chancellor Corporation 
Chancellor Corporation 


870610 12-11-86 
870611 12-11-86 


4 2 870615 12-11-86 
American Home Products Corporation 

E.J. Brach & Sons, Inc. and E.J. Brach Corporation 

‘Deluxe Check Printers, Incorporated 870619 12-11-86 
A.O. Smith Corp. 

A.O. Smith Corp. 


Warburg, Pincus Capital. Company, L.P......:.::scsscssssecsssssssssssecssssnssnssisancanecscenssecnsenesasssessucenssecenenecavensssucsuconssueancenseneness 870641 12-11-86 
Arthur A. Ciocca 
Wine Acquisition Corporation, Inc. 
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FISCAL YEAR 1987 TRANSACTIONS, TRANSACTIONS GRANTED EARLY TERMINATION MONTH OF DECEMBER—Continued 


12-11-86 


TJF Group, inc. 
TJF Beverages, Inc. and RDM Properties, Inc. 
12-11-86 


Southern Electric Supply Company, Inc. 
Federal-Mogu! Corporation 12-11-66 
Switches, Inc. 
Patrick C. Duffy 
University of Southern California 12-11-86 
Occidental Petroleum Corp. 
Occidental Petroleum Corp. 

870680 12-11-86 
Mistletoe Express Service 
Mistletoe Express Service 
R. Stephen Rubin 870690 12-11-86 
Charles.J. Cole 
El Greco, Inc. 
Jeffrey P. Orleans 870692 12-11-86 
FPA Corporation 
FPA Corporation ’ 
The Federal Company 870697 12-11-86 
Henry House, inc. 
Henry House, Inc. 

; 870745 12-11-86 

Burton Rubber Processing, Incorporated 
Burton Rubber Processing, Incorporated 
Fleet Financial Group, Inc 870746 12-11-86 
Richard E. and Marianne B. Kipper 
AFSA Enterprises 

870756 12-11-86 
Lone Star industries, Inc. 
LSI’s Southeast Region 

870757 12-11-86 
First Boston Inc. 
Trusa Southern National Inc. 

670758 12-11-86 
Lonestar Southeast, Inc., joint venture corp. 
Lonestar Southeast, Inc., joint venture corp. 
Lone Star Industries 8670759 12-11-86 
Lonestar Southeast, Inc., newly formed joint venture 
Lonestar Southeast, Inc., newly formed joint venture 

870768 12-11-86 
CBR Information Group, inc. 
CBR Information Group, Inc. 
Edward J. DeBartolo 870803 12-11-86 
Corporate Property Investors 
Corporate Property Investors 
Corporate Property Investors. 870804 12-11-86 
Edward J. DeBartolo 
Paim Beach Mail 
Trump Capitol Corporation 870811 12-11-86 
Fair Lanes, inc. 
Fair Lanes, Inc. 
Trump Capital Coproration 870812 12-11-86 
BTR Realty, inc. 
BTR Realty, Inc. 
Trump Capital Corporation 870819 12-11-86 
Fair Lanes, Inc. 
Fair Lanes, Inc. 
IU International Corporation 870825 12-11-86 
John E. Winston 
Roanoke Restaurant Services, Inc. 
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FISCAL YEAR 1987 TRANSACTIONS, TRANSACTIONS GRANTED EARLY TERMINATION MONTH OF DECEMBER—Continued 


(145) 


(146) 


(147) 


(148) 


(149) 


(150) 


(151) 


(152) 


(153) 


(154) 


(155) 


(156) 


(157) 


(158) 


(159) 


(160) 


(161) 


(162) 


(163) 


(164) 


(165) 


(166) 


Name of acquiring person 
Name of acquired person 
Name of acquired entity 


1 U International Corporation 

David W. Shelor 

Roanoke Restaurant Services, Inc. 
SPS T 

Allegheny International Inc. 

The Arnold Engineering Co. 
Southwestern Bell Corporation 
Metrocall of Delaware, Incorporated 
Metrocail of Delaware, Incorporated 


Fireman’s Fund Corporation 
MBIA, Inc. 
MBIA, Inc. 


WEIGH-TRONIX, Inc. 
WEIGH-TRONIX, Inc. 


Fox Photo, Inc. 

Berwind 

Robert J. Hill 

Synergetic Resources, Inc. 


Carter Hawley Hale Stores, Inc. 
John Wanamaker, Philadelphia 

USG Corporati 

Reflector Hardware Corporation 
Reflector Hardware Corporation 


The Kingston-Warren Corporation 
The Kingston-Warren Corporation 
Cummins Engine Company, inc 
Thomas D. Taylor 

Cummins Northwest, Inc. 


ick Corpor: 
Ray Employees’ Stock Ownership Trust 
Ray Industries, Inc. 


H.S. Crocker Co., Inc. 


Ply: 
Great Lakes Window Corp. 
Great Lakes Window Corp. 


Transaction 
number 


870468 


870469 


870470 


870514 


870523 


870553 


870557 


870561 


870573 


870599 


870600 


870605 


870614 


870656 


870761 


870766 


870767 


Date 
terminated 


12-11-86 


12-11-86 


12-12-86 


12-12-86 


12-12-86 


12-12-86 


12-12-86 


12-12-86 


12-12-86 


12-12-86 


12-12-86 


12-12-86 


12-12-86 


12-12-86 


12-12-86 


12-12-86 


12-12-86 


12-12-86 


12-12-86 


12-12-86 


12-12-86 


12-12-86 
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FISCAL YEAR 1987 TRANSACTIONS, TRANSACTIONS GRANTED EARLY TERMINATION MONTH OF DECEMBER—Continued 


Name of acquiring person Transaction Date 
Name of acquired person ‘number terminated 
Name of acquired entity 


William J. McCarty 12-12-86 
McCormick & Company, Inc. 
McCormick Construction Company 

12-12-86 


Handyman Corporation 

12-12-86 
Barco Auto Leasing Corporation 
Barco Auto Leasing Corporation 
SmithKline Beckman Corporation 12-12-86 
CoopervVision Inc. 
CVI Contact Lens Business 
M.D.C. Asset investors, Inc 12-12-86 
M.D.C. Holdings, Inc. 
M.D.C. Mortgage Funding Corporation 
Harken Oil & Gas Incorporated 12-12-86 
E-Z Serve, incorporated 
E-Z Serve, Incorporated 

12-14-86 
Mr. Earl E. McMahon and Mrs. Bettye McMahon 
McMahon Food Company, Inc. 
To css aetiibesiisectempsepedtacielaunnitlastipibbicansshaedesedsssstetstscicbbastecsesbstibdssscceuscccscabenians 12-15-86 
Ryder System Inc 
Municipal issuers Service, Corp., JRBE, Inc. 
Levi Strauss Associates Inc 12-15-86 
British Motor Car Distributors, Inc., (Kejell H. Qvale) 
Asian Pacific Industries Inc. 
Louis S. Caiola 
Tuscan Industries, Inc. 

12-15-86 


12-16-86 


; 12-16-86 
Middle States Coca-Cola Bottling Group, Inc. 
Middle States Coca-Cola Bottling Group, Inc. 
Catalyst Energy Development Corporation 12-16-86 
Philadelphia Electric Company 
PECO Sysetm and 13 generating plants 
12-16-86 


ny 12-16-86 
Stemler Co., Ltd., Joseph Stemier 
Gem Products, Inc. 
Beverly investment Properties, Inc 12-16-86 
Beverly Enterprises 


mpany 12-16-86 
Stemler Co., Ltd., (Joseph O'Hara, UPE) 

Gem Products, Inc. 

H.J. Heinz Company 12-16-86 
Near East Food Products, Inc. 

Near East Food, Products, Inc. 

Thomas E. Worrell, Jr 12-16-86 
HAC Holding, Inc. 

HAC Holding, Inc. 


The Mutual Benefit Life insurance Company 
National Bonding and Accident Insurance Company 


12-17-86 
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Fiscat YEAR 1987 TRANSACTIONS, TRANSACTIONS GRANTED EARLY TERMINATION MONTH OF DECEMBER—Continued 


Name of acquiring persorr Transaction Date 
Name of acquired persorr number terminated 
Name of acquired entity 


GOR .- Adama Elactrarics Ce: We cesivovnss serena insncnsen cbscacbecucusassuctesstessscesseubeneerorseseuceetngoecncsucooones , 870518 12-17-86 
Mikron, GmgH , 
SDi,.Inc. 

ae sccibenahecene eee AWA CaN CRC aC ee cnet aa tenes in cnaa antes babneatawesunacvaretasenesatevessuveesessbeesucnsctacesareuases 870544 12-17-86 
W.H: Salisbury 
W.H: Salisbury & Company 

(1.90). 870551 |. 12-17-86 
Anac¢ Holding Corporation ' 
Anac Holding Corporation 

(19). Ferguson Industrial Holdings, PLC. 870554 12-17-86 
A.J. 
Empery Corporation. 

(192) . The Industrial Bank: of Japan. Limited. 870565 | 12-17-86 
Estate of George Si Eccles . 
Aubrey G. Lanston & Co., Inc. 

870567 |. 12-17-86 
Genex Corp. 
Dot Publishing Company, Inc. : ; 
RN aii aa saescetbasidnsasahladctalcaassaabcstialpatordscsiisseodSTeesisessovbaicosoressSsovessensovesetosesonsesessossssoscosonsasesesesosesoncessod ; 870577 12-17-86 
Mental Health Management, Inc. 
Mental Health Management, Inc. 
Bessemer Securities Corporation 870603'| 12-17-86 
William E. and Margaret H. Davi : 
Wm E. Davis & Sons, Inc. and Davis Property Company 
870622. 12-17-86 


Zenith National insurance Corporation 
Zenith National insurance Corporation ’ 
ia a EOIN sina csenrcseonadadensctensesedschiscsueddcsaccisoavessecsscesseevecsosecsouesssceesestessecesenessocencensonscqouboessetecceesanéoneste . 870637 12-17-86 


Milford Quinn 
Quinn Wholesale Company 

ead aI Lice etetaasubcnncappbivebobassaldadibsdivisdsstecsacaicussictcsswcasssescstesteensosssescatascesccesaswcbigaee. oeseevensscammereney ; , 12-17-86 
Ashland Oil, Inc 


12-17-86 
12-17-86 


12-17-86 


RFS Webcraft Holding Corp. 
RFS Webcraft Holding Corp. ‘ie 
12-1 


Eyelab, Inc. 
RFS Equity Partners ‘~ 12-17-86 
Piggly Wiggly Southern, Inc. 
Piggly Wiggly Southern, Inc. ‘ 
Re cascckiaeasssnieatocieresuale aoa shu binniAAAbAsAcveaA TAL saraustoehSansbscbcbasotensoess eco oeebcaccapeceossecosesenpeponrcsbenpeented ' 12-17-86 
Charles A. Osborn, Jr. 
National Heritage, Inc., Edisto Convalescent Center. 
IID COOOL, NRG ccecneesnsniviienrnsrsvnissininreinidsivericestassteshesittcsecesascsbesesbesoesastbbansocssassescusessbessusereduccnschoceqenserecseed ' , 12-17-86 
Allegheny International, inc. ; 
Sciaky Brothers Inc.. 
Data GBC AOR eeseecsemnsevrsnvesnvvrvwsssvnssvsssbcstisesbsswessnsasnesibesssuséaussncssssseauasciossaussozessosencessnonsnussonscsbavonevoanvcanesneeceqpene : ' 12-18-86 
Lucky Stores, Inc. : 
Lucky Stores, Inc. 

12-18-86 


12-16-86 
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FISCAL YEAR 1987 TRANSACTIONS, TRANSACTIONS GRANTED EARLY TERMINATION MONTH OF DECEMBER—Continued 


Transaction 
number 


870584 


870587 
870591 
870592 
870593 
870609 
870617 
870633 
870642 


870658 


870659 {-. 


870668 


870683 


870689 | 


870695 


870696 


870699 


870721 


870722 | 


erords 


sora : 


tore ‘ 


12-18-86 


12-18-86 
12-18-86 
12-18-86 
12-18-86 
12-18-86 
12-18-86 
12-18-86 
12-18-86 
12-18-86 
12-18-86 
12-18-86 
12-18-86 
12-18-86 
12-18-86 


12-18-86 


‘42-18-86 


12-16-86 


12-18-86 


12-18-86 


12-18-86 


12-18-86 
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Name of acquiring péersorr Transaction Date 
Name of acquired persorr _ mumber | terminated 


2 FN ew casa qcanazon bonicbicsoanes cvsvsouaonasconesovsotsnbisqoonsbonsovoges 870760 |, 12-18-86 
Valcour Holdings, Inc. ' 
Vaicour Holdings, Inc. , 
Adiai Services, 870763. | 12-18-86 
P.F.Ii (Personnel Finders, Inc.) 
P.F.li (Personnel Finders, Inc.) 
iu a aaa cack cs gasses sauanccenccdctstassactppeosenoaas sonsssoncesnscovovoostoounsapscocsesuceanssonessooepegmenepreggt 870764 |. 12-18-86 
Princeton Hosiery Mills, Inc. 
Princeton Hosiery Mills, Inc. 
870774 12-18-86 


870778: |: 12-18-86 


Alex Brands, Inc. 
re aos cok Lo 0 ccatigaacuslapadosestoiboscdahabvasenceadesesodewasobeaguassondloliccorscesancavcovescdosscvsactedl Mbbuadicaas z 870785: |! 12-18-86 


Pitney 

Kenneth W. Ford 

Colonial Leasinig Company of New England, Inc. 

Capital Holding Corporation 870792 42-18-86 
Nationwide Mutual insurance Company y 

Worldwide Underwriters Insurance Copmany 


ai a NL A i a ee e70797 |; 12-18-86 
Robert Levin-E-Z Sportswear i 

Robert Levin-E-Z Sportswear ; 

Seen, CRUDE TE UNNI CONSE RY oa s.asconsncocsacoesecenconanvonss soncocoesurewesconsn antes tnesvenesssescessensseoesescecsapminaneesptossian a 12-18-86 


12-18-86 
12-18-86 
12-18-86 
12-18-87 
12-19-86 


12-19-86 


PACCAR iInc., a Delaware Corporation > > 42-19-86 
Trico Industries, Inc.,,a California Corporation : ; 
Trico Industries, Inc.,,a California.Corporation . 


. 42-19-86 
All-Steel Associates 


12-19-86 


12-19-86 


‘Kansas City Southern Industries, Inc........ ; ps 12-19-86 
Leonard M. Heine, ‘Jn i : Ns 
Heine:Management Group, Inc. ' ; 
Combined International Corp............... pesiasachabaceciacacoe as sischaseaikoteanleentnies Fi iEeecasssojest res eacsodeteateincicestcviscubsisteggigaeetan 42-19-86 
Eugene W. Jackson : Fath wees 
Springhouse Financial Corporation 
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FISCAL YEAR 1987 TRANSACTIONS, TRANSACTIONS GRANTED EARLY TERMINATION MONTH OF DECEMBER—Continued 


pr of i eel palo Transaction Date 
person : 
naa of acquired entity number terminated 


HINT S.A.....c.cececccccccssccssesesecsecscesescorecessesncceseceenecnsesncessnsnesugnenenscesnencnsnsonsnenconsncnsosensssssesossnsnsssbuanssssenesnsiensesensocacacencnssenenene® 870779 12-19-86 


Everco industries, Inc. 


Everco Industries, inc. 
870791 12-19-86 


870798 12-19-86 
870802 12-19-86 


870841 | 12-19-86 


870844 | 12-19-86 
12-19-86 
12-19-86 
12-19-86 
12-19-86 
12-19-86 
“12-19-86 
12-19-86 
12-19-86 
12-19-86 


12-19-86 
AG-OPUS Investors, Joint Venture 
AG-OPUS investors, Joint Venture 
Morgan Grenfell Group PLC 12-19-86 
C.J. Lawrence & Company, Inc. 
C.J. Lawrence & Company, Inc. 

12-19-86 
Roy E. Disney and Patricia A. Disney 
Shamrock Broadcasting. Inc. 
Unilever PLC, Unilever, NE asccrpetrestiicienacnZucubs tagverio tne banintsgn desteasostibesba) olsddonbecibauvaneteitageliabeacaittcanapasinaa cule sir amie 12-19-86 


12-22-86 


Biomedical Information Corporation 

Charles F. Dolan 12-22-86 
Rainbow Program Enterprises 

Rainbow Program Enterprises 

NV Verenigd Bezit VNU 12-22-86 
James S. Mulholland, Jr. 

Hayden Publishing Company, Inc. 
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FISCAL YEAR 1987 TRANSACTIONS, TRANSACTIONS GRANTED EARLY TERMINATION MONTH OF DECEMBER—Continued 


Name of acquiring person . 
Name of acquir a: 
Name of acquired entity:: 


870674. |i-’ 


Thomas L. Lipton, Inc. : 
Unilever p.l.c. and Unilever 870675 |. 


870676 
870678 


870691 


international Minerals & Chemical Corp 870703 | 
Johnson & Johnson ; 
Pitman-Moore, Inc. , 

“ 870724 


870732 


870736 


Stratton industries, Inc. 
Carl Zeiss Stiftund d.b.a. Schott Glaswerke 870749 
The Cambridge Instrument Company PLC 
Fiber Optics Division of Reichert-Lung, inc. 
870751 


870753 
870754 
870777 4, °.:12 
870786 
870840 


870848 


Corporation 
Pentech Geparaiehe (G.S. Beckwith Gilbert, UPE) 
Pentech Corporation, (G.S. Beckwith Gilbert, UPE) 
870864 


870875 


870884 


International American Homes, Inc 870898 
R.A. Homes, Inc. 
R.A. Homes, Inc. 
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Name of iring person 
Name of ired person 
Name of acquired entity 


The Times Mirror Company 
The H.M. Gousha Company 


Capitol Fish Company, Inc., (Julius Levitt, UPE) 

Capitol Fish Company, Inc., (Julius Levitt, UPE) 

ic te atacand as anatnlatnngr Raa 
The Williams Companies 

Williams Exploration Co. and Northwest 

Goreotape mines Lariat SA onan nrenessasavseconsnscoecsanssecncesoescnsnsonanseesossosnsstensansarsnsenensensnensocessssscoseboonsnesosaese sie 
The Williams Companies 

Williams Exploration Company and Northwest 

Bindley Western Industries 

New England Wholesale Drug Company 

New England Wholesale Drug Company 

I SINT WII NO nc ccnsnnsscecscesscctnicassncninastocses shshbpsensesepibebtpsensensentonstassesceteicsomppapbinbseaesscos tehibaaial a 
Stamford Superior Drug Company 

Stamford Superior Drug Company 

SPINA AR RIIIIEN) WIRING ins scninsnsinsnosesnatsoosasssenrssssesonyintsopsonesesscucenssespsoseosonssetnscosanncqesopensenesetonenssitiibehtiie - 
Edward Osman 

Special Services, Inc. 

Bindley Western Industries, Inc 

Stephen Osman 

Special Services, Inc. 

INIT UII FPELIL 4... .cscnsescnssiniesciocoeunssboincctcbescdoghipersenactovendbesessospeesosecsesbenorestiipipateaniiaiemaeiiaclepiaeadid ZI 
Newmont Mining Corporation 

Magma Copper Company 


California Cheese Company 

Henleys Group Limited 

Mr. Morris Sussman 

Shore Plastics inc., Anchor Enterprises, inc. 
Prairie Farms Dairy, Inc 

Best Ever Companies, Inc. 

Best Ever Companies, inc. 


National Patent Development: Comorian -...sc.....sccsesssesvssccesessssecesssensastoveqoenvecessocesesscoecaseopece qaosssaseoseeponensevenseseseseses aa 
General Physics Corporation 

Ralph C. Roe Trust 

Santa Fe Southern Pacific Corporation 

J. Morgan Smith 

Genesis Petroleum Corporation 

I IINIRIIOAT....., ...-<s<socoscsusosessnnopsensindbaoceshénssbesinehsopssoncesenenesensnssveiasequirerssevbenesingeesenressseiiGeatanayaabeas a 
Burlington Northern, Inc. 

El Paso Natural Gas Company 


William H. Winn, Sr. 
Four Winns, inc. 


INNA IIRIIIIIIIIINED --—....ssasasssiscdineosiopndisossesspabscnuscaph gassestenokaneapsoabinivetesssguesshans geacdaounbiapenianieeseintainnaiab one ani ead 
Insilco Corporation 
Enterprise Paint Cos. Divi. and Carter Coatings Corp. 


Angelo Campodonico Grandchildren Trust 

New Century Beverage Company 

a a a sei oie 
Dale C. Sneed Revocable Trust, an Arizona Trust 

Allied Concrete & Materials Co. 
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FISCAL YEAR 1987 TRANSACTIONS, TRANSACTIONS GRANTED EARLY TERMINATION MONTH OF DECEMBER—Continued 


Name of acquiring person 


Name of acquired person 
Name of acquired entity 


Convenient Holding Limited Partnership 
Wallace Pettit 
Polka Dot Dairy, Inc. 


Company 
Sealy of Maryland and VA., Inc., (Marc E. Rudick, UPE) 
Sealy of Maryland and VA., Inc., (Marc E. Rudick, UPE) 


William H. Walzer 
Sealy of Connecticut, Inc. 


Ronald O. Perelman 
Transworld Corporation 
Transworld Corporation 


MAFCO Acaisition CO. 


John Henry Industries 

Abar Ipsen Industries 

Farmers Union Central Exchange, Inc. 
Polka Dot Dairy, Inc. 

Polka Dot Dairy, Inc. 


870645 


870646 


870660 


870661 


870667 


870670 


870671 


870681 


870693 


870698 


870713 


870714 


870715 


870716 


870717 


870718 


870719 


870720 


870729 


870733 


870742 


870782 


12-24-86 


12-24-86 


12-24-86 


12-24-86 


12-24-86 


12-24-86 


12-24-86 


12-24-86 


12-24-86 


12-24-86 


12-24-86 


12-24-86 


12-24-86 


12-24-86 


12-24-86 


12-24-86 


12-24-86 


12-24-86 


12-24-86 


12-24-86 


12-24-86 


12-24-86 
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FISCAL YEAR 1987 TRANSACTIONS, TRANSACTIONS GRANTED EARLY TERMINATION MONTH OF DECEMBER—Continued 


Name of acquiring person Transaction Date 
Name of acquired person number terminated 
Name of acquired entity 


Roy E. and Patricia A. Disney 870783 12-24-86 
Bunge Foundation 
Bunge Foundation 
Macco investments, Inc 870784 12-24-86 
Pizitz, Inc. 
Pizitz, inc. 

870822 12-24-86 


12-24-86 


Professional Service Industries, Inc 

12-24-86 
Union Texas Petroleum Corp. 
Union Texas Petroleum Corp. 

12-24-86 
Viacom International, Inc. 
Viacom International, Inc. 
a ETI I anc sesicnsin cca cnnccvnsnrarenvess Sasnensenencnnntnsnesbnnipiomnetinppanatennsiappsascesmsaansscnsntniantis Shite 12-24-86 
UGI Corporation 
UGI Corporation 
Sun Life Assurance Company of Canada 12-24-86 
Equitable of lowa Companies Voting Trust 
Massachusetts Casualty Insurance Company 
SIS Corp 12-24-86 
Wendy’s international, Inc. 
Sisters International, Inc. ~ 


The Dyson-Kissner-Morgan Corporation 

The Dyson-Kissner-Morgan Corporation 

Ir SIE sn nis cba essisbn ane in entra einen siaselicaninahdeisosdloanetsagiiil sage 
Harleysville Mutual Insurance Company 

McAiear Associates, Inc. 

Allianz Aktiengeselischaft Holding 

Riunione Adriatica di Sicurta S.p.A. 

Riunione Adriatica di Sicurta S.p.A. 


Beverly Enterprises 


Plastics Specialties & Technologies, Inc. 
Plastics Specialties & Technologies, Inc. 


Gart Bros. Sporting Goods Co., Inc., (Jerry Gart, UPE) 
Gart Bros. Sporting Goods Co., Inc., (Jerry Gart, UPE) 


AccuRay Corporation 

AccuRay Corporation 

RUIN A a aca lncit~<ocssiciccdsicsannastocacansxebessagensblorvontescniectveevenbstiebatibidiedutisbssénsosebnansesineisiscsosbectehaheivsessialiraiaaaeaatgaae 
Berry Gordy 

Motown Record Corporation 

Revion Group Incorporated 

Transworid Corporation 

Transworld Food Systems, Inc. 
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FISCAL YEAR 1987 TRANSACTIONS, TRANSACTIONS GRANTED EARLY TERMINATION MONTH OF DECEMBER—Continued 


Name of acquiring person Transaction Date 
Name of acquired person number terminated 
Name of acquired entity 


Ronald O. Perelman 870934 12-29-86 
Transworld Corporation 
Transworld Food Systems, Inc. 
First Carolina Communications, Inc 870775 12-30-86 
Bank of Montreal 
Southern TeleCom, Inc. 

870837 12-30-86 


Collins Foodservice, Inc. 
Brierley investments Limited 870843 12-30-86 
Resorts International, Inc. 
Resorts International, Inc. 
870872 12-30-86 


N.C. Products Corp. and Adams Products Co. 
USAir Group, Inc 870888 12-30-86 
PS Group, Inc. 
Pacific Southwest Airlines 

870906 12-30-86 
Kaiser Aluminum & Chemical Corporation 
Container and Food Service Foil Division 
Dynascan Corporation 870917 12-30-86 
Marantz Company, Inc. 
Marantz Company, Inc. 
Blue Cross and Blue Shield of Colorado 870919 12-30-86 
Rocky Mountain Health Care Corporation 
Rocky Mountain Health Care Corporation 

870922 12-30-86 


Universal Resources Corporation 
New Mexico Blue Cross and Blue Shield, Inc 870927 12-30-86 
Rocky Mountain Health Care Corporation 
Rocky Mountain Health Care Corporation 
Universal Parcel Service of America, Inc 870928 12-30-86 
Service Plants Corporation 
Service Plants Corporation 
Caroline Hunt Trust Estate 870706 12-31-86 
Phillips-Van Heusen Corporation 
Phillips-Van Heusen Corporation 
Reliance Group Holdings, Inc 870708 12-31-86 
United Fire & Casualty Company 
United Fire & Casualty Company 

870836 12-31-86 


Boardman Partners 

Granada Group PLC 870876 12-31-86 
Kidde, Inc. 

National Video Corp. 

The Clayton & Dubilier Private Fund || Limited Ptnrship 870910 12-31-86 
Unisys Corporation 

Unisys Corporation 

Facet Enterprises, Inc. 870921 12-31-86 
Purolator Courier Corp. 

Purolator Products, Inc. 

Telerate, Inc 870939 12-31-86 
The Associated Press 

The Associated Press Financial Services Co. 

Super Valu Stores, inc : 870941 12-31-86 
Associated Grocers of Colorado, Inc. 

Associated Grocers of Colorado, Inc. 

The Laurentian Mutual Insurance. 870942 12-31-86 
Richard G. Fansiow 

American Guaranty Life Insurance Company 
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FISCAL YEAR 1987 TRANSACTIONS, TRANSACTIONS GRANTED EARLY TERMINATION MONTH OF DECEMBER—Continued 


(388) Gulf & Western inc 
Barclays PLC 
Barclay’s American/Financial, inc. 
(389) Allie P. Ash, Ur., c/o Parent Company, Inc 
The Lawyers Co-operative Publishing Company 
The Research Institute of America, inc. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 301, Federal Trade Commission, 


Sandra M. Peay, Contact Washington, DC 20580, (202) 326-3100. 


Representative, Premerger Notification 
Office, Bureau of Competition, Room 


Date 
terminated 


By direction of the Commission. 
Benjamin I. Berman, 
Acting Secretary. 
[FR Doc. 87-2003 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6750-01-M 
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_ Office of Management and Budget 


Budget Recissions and Deferrals To 
the Congress of the United States: 


In accordance with the Impoundment 
Control Act of 1974, I herewith report 
seven revised rescission proposals now 
totaling $723,461, 329, twenty-five new 
deferrals of budget authority totaling 


$257,977,000, and one revised deferral of 


budget authority now totaling $7,162,831. 


The rescissions affect programs in the 
Departments of Agriculture, Commerce, 
Education, Energy, Health and Human 
Services, and Interior. 

The deferrals affect programs in the 
Departments of Agriculture, Defense- 
Civil, Health and Human Services, 
Labor and Transportation, Funds 
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Appropriated to the President, the 


Environmental Protection Agency, and 


the United States Railway Association. 
The details of these rescission .. 

proposals and deferrals are conteined in 

the attached report. 

RONALD REAGAN. 


The White House, 


January 28, 1987. 


“BILLING CODE 3110-01-M 








CONTENTS OF SPECIAL MESSAGE 
(in thousands of dollars) 


RESCISSION NO. ITEM 


Department of Agriculture: 
Agricultural Research Service: 
R87-1A Buildings and facilities............- 


Department of Commerce: 
Economic Development Administration: 
R87-17A Economic development assistance 
DROOTONE. 5 hick se F kes Os Kens Seve zcdeco'es 


Department of Education: 
Office of Postsecondary Education: 
R87-33A WI QUOT VSGUCEE SOR 5 65 oi. ccc cco sew cives 


Department of Energy: 
Energy Programs: 
R87-37A ENergy: CONSETT VELION, «0... cccccvececece 


Department of Health and Human Services: 
Health Resources and Services 
Administration: 
R87-39A Health resources and services........ 
R87-40A Indian health facilities............. 


Department of the Interior: 
Fish and Wildlife Service: 


R87-53A Resource management.........eecceevee 
Total TESCISSTIONS. 0c riccccccvseses 
DEFERRAL NO. ITEM 





Funds Appropriated to the President: 
Agency for International Development: 
087-32 Functional development assistance 
POO Sek awake cei ye bsacdee wes 


Department Agriculture: 
Commodity Credit Corporation: 
087-33 Temporary emergency food assistance 
SEOOTOR So op do we deve cc tecccceevevsos 


BUDGET 
AUTHORITY 


28,000 


169 ,668 


203,050 


83,933 


723,461 


BUDGET 
AUTHORITY 


2,278 


28,559 


DEFERRAL NO.) ITEM 


087-34 


087-35 
087-36 
087-37 


087-38 


087-39 
087-40 


087-12A 


087-41 


087-42 
087-43 
087-44 
087-45 
087-46 


087-47 
087-48 


087-49 


087-50 
087-51 
087-52 


Rural Electrification Administration: 
Reimbursement to the Rural 
electrification and telephone and 
revolving fund for interest 
subsidies and l10sses......-ceeceeee 
Forest Service: 
State and private forestry..........- 
A OCU 1S, YC UO go iia p's 6544, 69 8+ wie 00 an 
Timber roads, purchaser election..... 


Department of Defense - Civil: 
Soldiers’ and Airmen's Home: 
BITE Bl CUE COP Siew o'5s oboe whe 5:0 9. 010)8 sie, 


Department of Health and Human Services: 
Centers for Disease Control: 
Disease control, research, and training 
Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and Mental Health 
Administration: 
Alcohol, drug abuse, and mental 
MOO TEN 6 n.o 0:5 00 pidcie 4044 4-0. 80 FOS ooo Cece 
Social Security Administration: 
Limitation on administrative expenses 
(CONSETUCTION) . Lc cceeneceecnccccceee 


Department of Labor: 
Employment Standards Administration: 
Salaries and expenses.......ceeeeeeee 


Department of Transportation: 
Federal Railroad Administration: 
Rail Service aBPistanCe..c.ss.ccccees 
Cet FONR SOLO Ce ssi k ee deieededéacs 
Conrail labor protection..........0% 
Northeast corridor improvement program 
Conrail commuter transition assistance 
Urban Mass Transportation Administration: 
Research, training and human resources 
Interstate transfér grants - transit. 
Federal Aviation Administration: 
Operation and maintenance, Metropolitan 
WaSNingtOn AirpPOrts...cceceeeeeeeees 
Coast Guard: 
Research, development, test, and 
OVOLUSEIOR, 6 ccnceponenccesccccccecene 
Offshore oi] poliution compensation 
WOES bos og 0. a 4M esha d Sled es'e pe ccied ec’ 
Deepwater port liability. fund........ 


BUDGET 
AUTHORITY 


20,000 
797 


27,070 
11,900 


1,132 


2,428 


10,000 


7,163 


9,659 


462 
1,101 
646 
16,962 
10,000 


4,336 
51,800 
12,214 


5,000 


2,154 
5,176 
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DEFERRAL NO. ITEM 


087-53 


087-54 
087-55 


087-56 





Office of the Secretary: 


Payments tO Sir COPhtOrs ..% 2. cc cs cece 


Environmental Protection Agency: 


Research and development, 


ee 


Abatement, control, and compliance..... 


Other Independent Agencies: 


United States Railway Association: 


Administrative expenses 


Total, deferrals...... 


BUDGET 
AUTHORITY 


10,748 


11,000 
11,400 


265,140 


psse 


SUMMARY OF SPECIAL MESSAGES 
FOR FY 1987 
(in thousands of dollars) 


RESCISSIONS DEFERRALS 
Fourth special message: 


OM FCI so, vials 5 015k isin Laclaa op bisiare S aine oo “°° 257,977 
Revisions to previous special messages. -3,550 89 
Effects of fourth special message....... -3,550 258 ,066 
Amounts from previous special messages 

that are changed by this message 

(Changes noted above)........... Chea 727,011 7,073 
Subtotal, rescissions and deferrals..... 723,461 265,140 

Amounts from previous special messages that 
are not changed by this message......... 5,112,290 11,048,083 
ses2ea2eaEze zss2etazezze 

Total amount proposed to date in all 
special messages.......... Pate Sh ok Cee 9 5,835,751 i} 343,223 
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R87-1A 


Supplemental Report 
Report Pursuant to Section 1014(c) of Public Law 93-344 


Uy oy report updates Rescission No. R87-1 transmitted to Congress on January 5, 
87. 


This revision to a proposed rescission of. the Department of Agriculture, 
Agricultural Research Service, Buildings and facilities account changes the 
description of the projects that would not be funded’ ds a result of the 
proposed rescission. Budgetary resources are updated, but the amount. of the 
rescission does not change. 





oP @e 


R87-1A 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
Agricultural Research Service 


Buildings and facilities 


Of the funds included under this head in the Agriculture, Rural Develapment, 


and Related Agencies Appropriations. Act, 1987, as included in Public Laws 


99-500 and 99-591, $28,000,000 are rescinded. 


Sa9NON / ZO6L ‘b Areniga,y ‘Aepsaupayy / 627 ‘ON ‘ZS “(OA / 10)8{8ey [eIepe,z 
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Rescission Proposal Wo: R87-1A 


PROPOSED RESCISSION OF BUDGET AUTHORITY 
Report Pursuant to Section 1012 of P.L. 93-344 





AREECY: het Veiga en 2 8 ae ee 
epartment of Agriculture | Mew budget authority......... $_ 37,400,000 
| (P.L. 999-500 8 992591) a 
ea Other budgetary resources...*$_ 34,846,186 
ervice ' 
: ' Total budgetary resources...*$ 72,246,186 


Amount proposed for 
FESCISSION........6.-ee0ee- $_28,000,000 


Buildings and facilities 
12x1401 


ene 


ONS TENT IT Icst ton codes ae Legg} euthority (in addition to sec. 
12-1401-0-1-352 


: ' 
! 


{ ¢t Antideficiency Act 


Tt Yes 1X! Wo TT Other 


Type of budget authority: 


+ ft Annual TXT Appropriation 


I 


em poeerpre ier TT Contract authority 


— xptratton-vatey | 
Xl No-Year \ TT Other 








*Justification: This account funds the acquisition of land, construction, 
repair, tmprovement, extension, alterations, and purchases of fixed equipment 
or fecilities of or used by the Agricultural Research Service. Rescission of 
the following funds is proposed: $27.0 million for construction of a Plant and 
Animal Science Research Center at the University of Illinois, $.9 million for 
construction of a wheat marketing and demonstration laboratory in Portland, 
Oregon, and $.1 million to conduct feasibility studies in Kansas for a plant 
science research center and an educational satellite video communication 
center. These projects are low priority and will not contribute significantly 
to the mission of the Agricultural Research Service. The Portland project is 
strictly a Gavbet ing laboratory and is more appropriately funded through a 
marketing agency. he Kansas video feasibility study is already being funded 
by the Department of Education and the Kansas research center can be handled 
through existing funds. The rescission is proposed to help achieve the deficit 
— goals of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 


Estimated progres Effect: The Illinois project and the feasibility studies 
¥ no e@ Federally funded. 


a I i hd 


R87-1A 


Qutlay Effect (in thousands of dollars): 


1987 Outlay Estimate . 
Without With 


Qutlay Savings 55. 





Rescissian Rescissian 1987 1988 1989 199.0 1991... 1992 


43,405 32,405 11,000 17,000 eee 





* Revised from previous report. 


9sseé 
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R87-17A 


Supplemental-Report 
Report Pursuant to Section 1014(c) of Public Law 93-344 


ye report updates Rescission No. R87-17 transmitted to Congress on January 
9 


This revision to a proposed rescission of the Department of Commerce, Econom 
Development Administration, Economic development assistance programs accou 
changes the description of the projects that would not be funded as a result 
the proposed rescission, the budgetary resources, the amount of the rescissio 
and the appropriation language. 


7-17A 


uary 5, 


conomic 
\ccount 
sult of 
ission, 


10 


R87-17A 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
Economic Development Administration 


Economic development assistance program 


Of the funds included under this heas in tne Department of Commerce 
Appropriations Act, 1987, as included in Public Laws 99-500 and 99-591, 
$114 ,413,000 are rescinded; in addition, all_funds made available by section 
LU1(n) of Public Laws 99-500 and 99-591, authorized by the Follow Through Act, 


ére rescinded. 


Of the funds made available by section 108(c) of Public Law 99-190, $8,134,000 
are rescinded: Provided, That the remaining amounts remain available until 
September 30, 1987: Provided further, That the language beginning “to remain 
available" until the end is deleted: Provided further, That section 108(a) of 
said statute is repealed. 


Of the funds made available under this head in the Supplemental Appropriations 
Act, 1985 (Public Law 99-88), $20,730,000 are rescinded: Provided, That the 
remaining amounts remain available until September 30, 1987: Provided further, 
That the language “to remain available “ until the end is deleted. 
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Rescission Proposal Mo: R87-17A 


PROPOSED RESCISSION OF BUDGET AUTHORITY 
Report Pursuant to Section 1012 of P.L. 93-344 
AGENCY: “Department of Commerce ~~ 
| New budget authority.......*$__191,539,000 
(P.L. 99-560 & 99-591) 
Bureaus Economic DeveTopment "| Other budgetary resources..*$___ 46,159,000 





Administration 
propriation e and syabo!: | Total budgetary resources. .*$__ 237,698,000 
‘ 
Economic development assistance T Amount proposed for =“ 
Brogram 1/ rescission..... coccccesee@$__ 169,668,000 
*1372050 13x2050 *136/72050 
GAB Went ification code: ~~~" | "Legal_authority (in addition to sec. 


13-2050-0-1-452 
T_T No 


TX! Yes 


Type OF SCcouAt oF tung: 


Type of budget authority: 
TXT Appropriation 
TT Contract authority 





+X} Annual 
rT 


T Xi Multiple-year Sept. 30, 1987 
dees (expTration Satey 
+ Xi Wo-Year 


*Justification: This account provides funding for public works projects, 
pTanning and technical assistance grants, and research and evaluation for 
economic development activities, as well as specific Congressionally-mandated 
projects. Because this program interferes with the workings of the private 
market, and provides functions that should be performed by State and local 
overnments, the Administration proposes to rescind $123,913,000 of the funds 
nitially made available under the 1987 Continuing Resolution (P.L. 99-500 and 
591), $25,025,000 of the funds made available for this program by the 1986 
Continuing Resolution (P.L. 99-190), and $20,730,000 of the funds made 
évailable under the Supplemental Appropriations Act, 1985. 


7 oe Other 








Estisated Program Ef 
economic developmen 





fect: The effect will be to transfer responsibility for 
° ate, local and private sources. 


11 12 


SssE 


R87-17A 


Outlay Effect (in thousands of dollars): 


aac 1987 Outlay Estimate Outlay Savings tel aie eh ee ee 
WTthout With 
1 1991 1992 


9,000 Rescission Rescission 1987 1988 1989 1990 

9,000 221,752 204,785 16,967 33,934 42,417 42,417 25,450 8,483 

B 000 

ee V/ This account was the subject of a similar rescission proposal in 1986 
(R86-14). 

B 000 ye 


Revised from previous report. 


S8DHON / Z86T ‘pb Areniga, ‘Aepsaupayy, / €2 ‘ON ‘ZS "JOA / 10;81Bey [eIEpe,z 








13 


R87-33A 
Supplemental Report 
Report Pursuant to Section 1014(c) of Public Law 93-344 


This report updates Rescission No. R87-33 transmitted to Congress on January 5, 
1987. 


This revision to a proposed rescission of the Department of Education, Office 
of Postsecondary Education, Higher education account changes the description of 
the projects that would not be funded as a result of the proposed rescission. 
The amount of the rescission does not change, but the appropriation language is 
corrected. 


14 


R87-33A 


DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
Office of Postsecondary Education 


Higher education 


Of the funds included under this head in the conference version of H.R. 5233, 
Departments of Labor, Health and Human Services, and Education, and Related 
Agencies Appropriations Act, 1987, and made available by Public Laws 99-500 and 
99-591, $203,050,000 are rescinded; of which $94,000,000 are rescinded from 
funds made available for subpart 4 of part A of title IV of the Higher 
Education Act of 1965, as amended, $3,000,000 are rescinded from funds made 
available for section 420A of that Act, $17,500,000 are rescinded from funds 
made available for part D of title V of that Act, $26,550,000 are rescinded 
from funds made available for title VI of that Act, $2,000,000 are rescinded 
from funds made available for section 771 of that Act, $14,400,000 are 
rescinded from funds made available for title VIII of that Act, $20,650,000 are 
rescinded from funds made available for parts B, C, E, and F of title IX of 
that Act, $6,200,000 are rescinded from funds made available for parts A and C 
of title X of that Act, $2,000,000 are rescinded from funds made available for 
part D0 of title XI of that Act, $500,000 are rescinded from funds made 
available for section 1204(c) of that Act, $5,500,000 are rescinded from funds 
made available for section 102(b)(6) of the Mutual Educational and Cultural 
Exchange Act of 1961, $750,000 are rescinded from funds made available for 
Subpart 1 of part H of title XIII _ of the Education Amendments of 1980, as 
amended, $4,000,000 are rescinded from funds made available for the Kansas 
Satellite Center as authorized by H.R. 4244 as passed the Senate on September 
30, 1986 and subsequently enacted as Public Law 99-608, $1,000,000 are 
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R8B7-33A 
rescinded from funds made available for carrying out H.R. 3598 as passed the 


House on November 4, 1981, and $5,000,000 are rescinded from funds made 


available for the Technology Transfer Institute. 





io 


= 
oe 


a 


o9se 


Rescission Proposal Wo: R87-33A 


PROPOSED RESCISSION OF BUDGET AUTHORITY 
Report Pursuant to Section 1012 of P.L. 93-344 


KGEWCY: Department of Educatton 


i Wew budget authority. ; +++ $__479 128 ,000 
(P.L. 99-500 & 99- +591) 


Other budgetary resqurces...$___ 77,308,149 
Education 


Appropriation title and syabol: 


Higher education 1/ 


Total budgetary resources...$_ 556,436,149 


“faount proposed for 





rescission.........4..--+-$__ 203,050,000 
9170201 91x0201 ef 
916/70201 pert ee 
e ; ode: Legat al “yampedend {in addition to sec. 
91-0201-0-1-502 ar ce Antideficiency Act 
11 Yes 1X1 No TT Other a 
und: Type of budget authority: ee 


TXT Appropriation 


| 
i 
t 
i 
55 
' 
; 
' 
i 
{ 
: 
! 
i 
‘ 
| 
Ps 
i 
faa i 
tXt «Annual 
| 
i 
| 
' 











Tx Multiple-year Sept. 30, 1987 T_¥ Contract authority 
— (exptrattcs datey | 
Tx No-Year T: 3 Otner Weg nt 
Coverage: Account Rescission 
Appropriation Symbol Proposal 
WAQHSH -OGUCESTON.... cv cccccccccccscecccescessons 9170201 $173,550,000 
Higher education... cccccccccccccccccccsccscscee 91x0201 29 500,000 


*Justification: This account funds aid for institutional development, aid for 
improving posts secondary education and minority institutions’ science programs, 
interest subsidy grants, and special programs for the disadvantaged. The 
following programs are proposed for rescission: $4.7 million for the Fund for 
the saecerenes of Postsecondary Education, $1.5 million for innovative 
community projects, $32.0 million for international education and foreign 
language studies, $14.4 million for cooperative education, $1.5 million for law 
school clinical experience, $0.5 for assistance to Guam, $0.8 million for the 
Robert A. Taft Institute of Government, $2.0 million ‘for Welch Hall, $2.0 
million for the Wagner Institute of Urban Public Policy, $4.0 million for the 
Kansas Satellite Center, $1.0 million for the Carl Albert Center, $5.0 million 
for the Technology Transfer Institute, $94.0 million for special programs for 
the disadvantaged, $3.0 million for veterans education outreach, $1.5 million 
for legal training for the disadvantaged, $15.5 million for congressiona! 
teacher scholarships, $17.6 million for graduate fellowships, and $2.0 million 
for Christa McAuliffe fellowships. The activities proposed for rescission 
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R87-33A 


either duplicate or are similar to other Federal, State, or local programs, or 
are narrow in purpose and nonessential. This rescission will also help to 
achieve the deficit reduction goals of the Balanced Budget and Emergency 
Deficit Control Act of 1985. 


Estimated Eregree Effect: Federal funding would be eliminated for 
approximately AnOvative community projects, 93 national resource centers, 
1,170 domestic and overseas fellowships and 172 domestic and overseas 
international education projects, 17/7 cooperative education grants, 601 
veterans’ education outreach grants, 3,542 teacher scholarships, 3,385 graduate 
and legal educetion fellowships, 6 special purpose grents to individual 
institutions of higher education, and one grant to Guam, The number of new 
Qrants under the Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary Education would be 
reduced from 180 to 110 grants. Under special programs for the disadvantaged, 
continuation upward bound grants would be reduced by 40 percent, the number of 
New special services grants would be reduced by one-third, and 175 telent 
search grants, 37 educations! opportunity centers, and 7 staff treining grants 
would be eliminated. 


Outlay Effect (in thousenus of dollars): 


OURO SS a ae a eee BBP PAeSeeenGGi 3 Rs oe 
1 ou With 


Rescission Rescission 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 
464,140 444,801 19,339 138,685 41,285 *3,741 


l/ This account was the subject of a similer rescission propose] in 1986 
(R86-26). 


=f Revised from previous report. 


vrms 2m Due 5 
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R87-37A 
Supplemental Report 
Report Pursuant to Section 1014(c) of Public Law 93-344 


rear report updates Rescission No. R87-37 transmitted to Congress on January 5, 


This revision to a proposed rescission of the Department of Energy, Energy 
conservation account changes the amount of the proposed rescission from 
$87,433,329 to $83,933,329. This change of $3,500,000 is also reflected. in the 
description of the projects that would not be funded as a result of the 
Proposed rescission, 
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R87-37A 
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 
Energy Programs 


Energy conservation 


Of the funds made available under this head in the Department of the Interior 
and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 1987, as included in Public Laws 


99-500 and 99-591, $83,933,329 are rescinded. 
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Rescission Proposal Wo: R87-37A 


PROPOSED RESCISSION OF BUDGET AUTHORITY 
Report Pursuant to Section 1012 of P.L. 93-344 





AGENCY: Department of Energy... ” »}» ek Ma SEHAP: 
| New budget authority........ $__ 280,129,000 
! (P.L. 99-500 & 99-591) 

Sureaur Energy Programs——— —~} Other budgetary resources...$ 38,106,178 


Energy conservation 1/ Amount proposed for 


1 
B9x0215 POSCISSION.. wc cc ccccccee *$ 83,933,329 
GAB Tent ification code: —braggyypuenarreg Cie aaate onto see 
89-0215-0-1-999 : L_I Antideficiency Act 
" TXT ves TT wo ee WN i 


TYPE SF Account oF tana: 


t+ 1 Annual TXT Appropriation 
tt Multiple-year 


TT Contract authority 
(expTratton dates 


Xl No-Year 








“Justification: This account funds a variety of energy conservation research 
and development activities including buildings and community systems, industry, 
transportation, and multi-sector research. It also funds assistance to State 
and local governments for the weatherization of schools, hospitals, and low- 
income dwellings. The 1987 appropriation included $83,933,329 in Congressional 
add-ons that are in excess of program requirements. These include 
Transportation energy conservation ($3.5 mittion}. Industrial energy 
conservation ($4.5 million), Tufts University research building ($10 million), 
Schools and hospitals ($1.3 million), and the weatherization assistance program 
($64.6 million). The rescission of these funds is proposed to eliminate low 
priority programs and to achieve the deficit reduction goals of the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985. 


Estimated Program Effect: Low priority programs will not be funded. 
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R87-37A 


Outlay Effect (in thousands of dollars): 
1987 Outlay Estimate Outlay Savings 





w ou 
Rescission Rescission . 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 
448 644 426,457 22,187 51,553 sae oon vie’ coe 
Vv a account was the subject of a similar rescission proposal in 1986 (R86- 
). cA 


* Revised from previous report. 
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R87-39A 
Supplemental Report 
Report: Pursuant to Section 1014(c) of Public Law 93-344 


oo report updates Rescission No. R87-39 transmitted to Congress on January 5, 


This revision to a proposed rescission of the Department of Health and Human 
Services, Health Resources and Services Administration, Health resources and 
services account revises the description of the projects that would not be 
funded as a result of the proposed rescission. The amount of the rescission 
does not change, but the language is modified to repeal the provision for a 
project proposed to be terminated. 
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R87-39A 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES 
Healtn Resources and Services Administration 


Health resources and services 


Of the funds. included under this head in the conference version of H.R. 5233, 
Departments of Labor, Health and Human Services, and Education, and Related 
Agencies Appropriations Act, 1987, and made available by Public Laws 99-500 and 
99-591, $161,210,000 are rescinded: Provided, That the phrase “of which 
$5,000,000" through “section 329 or 330 of that Act;" is repealed. 
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Rescission Proposal Wo: R87-39A 


PROPOSED RESCISSION OF BUDGET AUTHORITY 
Report Pursuant to Section 1012 of P.L. 93-344 








Peet Sete ee a ore 
and Human Services | New budget authority........ $1,465 318,000 
os axe ! (P.L. 99-500 & 99-591) 
FESUTHEaTTN RES sang Other budgetary resources...$ 62,278 ,000 
Services Administration } ; : SSS 
ad sya 2 Total budgetary resources. ..$1,527 ,596,000 
Health resources and services 1/ | Amount proposed for = aT 
: PEON a ors wtih 00.6 owica'a 161,210,000 
75X0350 7570350 ' rs 
756/70350 pc taete eee seer. Lede he mg ee 
ONE Tent ir ication code: i egal authority (in addition to sec. 
1 012): 
75-0350-0-1-550 ‘ |_| Antideficiency Act 
: %% iba ' 
TXT Yes 71 No ! Tete CONGR oy ican 
Type oF account or fund: “Type of budget authority: # 
' 
TX! Annual | TXT Appropriation 
TX! Multiple-year Sept.30, 1987 | T_T Contract authority 
— (exprratior-watey | 
| Xi No-Year oF Gener’ a: 
*Coverage: 
Account Proposed 
Appropriation Symbol Rescission 
Health resources and services....... 75xX0350 $5,000,000 
Health resources and services....... 7570350 seers 


Justification: This appropriation supports health resources and health 
Services categorical programs and the maternal and child health block grant. 
Federal efforts in support of health professions have resulted in long-term 
trends of steadily increasing supplies of physicians and nurses and an 
improvement in the distribution of health care practitioners among the 
medically under-served areas of the country. At the same time, cumulative 
Federal contributions to health professions and nursing student loan funds, 
combined with Health Education Assistance loan guarantees, have established a 
foundation of Federal health professions student aid. Because of this, 
programs providing general support to health education to increase the number 
and improve the distribution of practitioners are no longer needed. 


A rescission of the excess funding for the National Health Service Corps is 
proposed to reflect the actual needs of the program during 1987. 
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R87-39A 


Emergency construction for outpatient facilities is available through disaster 
relief funds. 


*The following reductions are requested (in thousands of dollars): 


National Health Service CorpS.c....cseeeeeeeeceees 15,500 
National Health Service Corps scholarships........ 2,300 
Outpatient facilities construction..........eeeees 5,000 
Emergency medical ServicesS........cseeeeaeeeees eee 2,000 
Special initiatives pacific basin.......... eosee te 1,500 
Native Hawaiian children health care ........+..-- 1,000 
Health professions analytical studies..........+6. 1,575 
Exceptfonal need scholarships........ceceeceeeeees 7,000 
PUBTIC HESITH COPITACION,... ce cccccvccccsccccseve 5,000 
Health administration grants.........seeeeeeececes 1,500 
Public health traineeships........cccccccccccccees 3,000 
Health administration traineeships.......-.+eeeee- 500 
Preventive medicine residencies.........eeeeeeeees 1,600 
Feely MOG ICUS FOS TOONS TES 5.5. sce s eee ccecsecee 13,560 
General internal medicine and pediatrics.......... 12,000 
Family medicine departments.........ceeceeeeeeeeee 2,000 
PER CRD URNS TURES soak en 60:6 3 obs 00500 5-0 eriegeses 1,203 
Area health education centers... ...c een eeeeeees 8,800 
Disadvantaged assistance... ....cccrccccccccccscece 20,250 
Special educational initiatives..........ccegeeees 8,300 
Two-year medical and osteopathic schools.......... 500 

Nurse training: 
WOCERCOD HOCEO: CONCAC TON, .....0..0cccscccvesccce 12,950 
Nurse practitioner/midwife..........eeeeeeeee 11,447 
SPURS PENCE S sb nckecdbedocbevcscdscncdescs 9,350 
Professional nurse traineeships..........+-5- 11,750 
MUPSE BNESEHECISES.... ccc ccccccscsnsscceccecs 800 
ee rer er Treere yy PET ee 825 
TOCOT SOVINGS..0.ccccccvoscccceccsens 161,210 


Estimated Program Effect: The above programs providing general support to 
health professtons training and other categorical health service will be 


reduced or terminated. 


Qutlay Effect (in thousands of dollars): 


1987 Outlay Estimate Out toy S001898 oi 
without With i ee 





Rescission Rescission 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 
1,500,639 1,420,034 80,605 80,605 


1/ This account was the subject of a similar rescission proposal in 1986 
(R86-9). 
Revised from previous report 
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R87-40A 
Supplemental Report 
Report Pursuant to Section 1014(c) of Public Law 93-344 


This report updates Rescission No. R87-40 transmitted to Congress on January 5, 
1987. 


This revision to a proposed rescission of the Department of Health and Human 
Services, Health Resources and Services Administration, Indian health 
facilities account revises the description of the projects that wouid not be 
funded as a result of the proposed rescission. The amount of the rescission 
does not change. 
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R8B7-40A 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES 


Health Resources and Services Administration 


Indian health facilities 


Of the funds included under this head in the Department of the Interior and 
Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 1987, as included in Public Laws 99-500 
and 99-591, $30,761,000 are rescinded; and of the remaining available balances, 


$26,339,000 are rescinded. 
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Rescission Proposal Wo: R87-+40A 


PROPOSED RESCISSION OF BUDGET AUTHORITY 
Report Pursuant to Section 1012 of P.L. 93-344 


Neaners. Uepartmeot.of fenitn° f° se ee eg ee ee 
and Human Services New budget authority........ $.__ 61,703,000 
955-500 & 992891} sass 


SUreaNT-“RETTIN Resources ana 
Services. Administration 
y 


Indian health facilities 1/ 


a 
' 

' 

! (P.L 
1 Other budgetary resources...$___ 35,158,000 
' 
' 
' 


Total budgetary resources...$ 96,861,000 


Amount proposed for 

73x0391 PUCRTOR UNM a vc ccceneevaccts $___ 57,100,000 
ONB Ydent ification code: ~~~ 
75+0391-0-1-551 


Type of budget authority: 
TXT Appropriation 


1 Multiple-year TT ‘Contract. authority 
eee (expTration datey ae 


| Xl No-Year TT Other 


*Justification: This program funds construction, major repair, improvement, 
and equipment for health and related auxiliary facilities, including quarters 
for personnel; preparation of plans, specifications, and drawings; acquisition 
of sites; purchase and erection of portable buildings, purchases of treilers 
and provision of domestic and community sanitation facilities for Indians, as 
authorized by section 7 of tne Act of August 5, 1954 (42 U.S.C. 2004a), and the 
Indian Self-Determination Act. This proposal would rescind $57 million in 
appropriations realized in excess of tne 1987 President's Budget. These 
savings are being proposed to help achieve the goals of the Balanced Budget 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985. Reductions are being proposed for the 
following items (in thousands of dollars): 


*Hospitals 





ee ee MO BOC OUI ig 6 vireo 0,0. a cia 00s 0k dipies odie cle 64 se 0 vel oe $17,773 
Modernization and Repair..... udtadevtee weds io metdtieseteccce 5,078 
MOMSORE PON COT Qs cc Ce Viewscncccccecaweesewccesevesenwee ces aens, 10,128 
*Sanitation facilities ce! K2gS19 
*Personnel quarters......... ass coos 13,602 
OS Ol ie, 6-5 Fa vig Sho. dig bn) 60,0 woes Tela. sb o'sinn Hois'nlak 6aj0 aa pe aale 2.0 eune $57,100 
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RB7-40A 


Estimated Program Effect: Several projects will be delayed or discontinued for 
flew and replacement hospitals, outpatient facilities, personnel quarters, and 
sanitation facilities. Prior year unobligated balances of about $8 million 
would be available for current projects. 


*Indian drug and alcohol abuse rehabilitation centers would be funded es 
provided in the 1987 Continuing Resolution, and work would begin on the Sacaton 
Hospital in Alaska. In addition, $11 million would be obligated for sanitation 
facilities construction during 1987. 


Qutlay Effect (in thousands of dollars): 


eeeereer eetteeee iE DA RNG i a es 
Without Wit 


Rescission Rescission 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 
63,534 50,036 13,498 24,752 9,560 9,290 


1/ This account was the subject of a similar rescission proposal in 1986 
(R86-30). 


s Revised from previous report. 
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R87-53A 
Supplemental Report 
Report Pursuant to Section 1014(c) of Public Law 93-344 
This report updates Rescission No. R87-53 transmitted to Congress on January 5. 
987. 
This revision to a proposed rescission of the Department of Interior, Fish and 
Wildlife Service, Resource management account revises the description of the 
projects that would not be funded as a result of the proposed rescission. 


Budgetary resources and the appropriations language are changed, but the amount 
of the rescission does not change. 
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R87-53A 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
Fish and Wildlife Service 


Resource management 


Of the funds included under this head in the Department of the Interior end 
Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 1987, as included in Public Laws 99-500 
and 99-591, $20,500,000 are rescinded, of which $4,300,000 are to carry out the 
purposes of 16 U.S.C. 1535. 








32 
Rescission Proposal Wo: R87-53A 
PROPOSED RESCISSION OF BUDGET AUTHORITY 
Report Pursuant to Section 1012 of P.L. 93-344 
aes Sebertasnt. or the ter lor! SC 
Wew budget authority......... $_314,692,000 


SUPESUT FISH SHO WITOTTITS Service 
Appropriation title and syabot: 


T 

' 

' 

! (P.L. 99-500 & 99-591) 

Other budgetary resources...*$ 39,160,554 
' 
' 


Total budgetary resources...*$ 353,852,554 


(expiration date) 


eee ie YS 8 ee eee 
Resource management { Amount proposed for 
CED. & dos pwh vate see $_ 20,500,000 
1471611 *14x1611 a 
' 
_ — nepeieinbaseenerwdeeeesepeneses aes 
GHB TdentiFication code: ' Cegat authority (in addition to sec. 
| aa cals 
14-1611-0-1-303 Cas |_| Antideficiency Act 
rant progras: ' 
T2at ves T_T wo 3 an) WOGhae RS... 
RS es 2) a AOC Sse ee 
Type ot account or find: ' Type of budget authority: 
' 
+ | Annual | TXT Appropriation 
_ ‘ ane 
T 1 Multiple-year | TT Contract authority 
—— ’ — 
TXI No-Year | Wee DOF a te 
RO EE EEE SOE LT Ae 
*Coverage: 
Account Proposed 
Appropriation Symbo] Rescission 
Resource management..........eseeeeeeeees 1471611 $16,200,000 
Resource management........c cece eeeeeeee 14x1611 4,300,000 


Justification: This account funds the basic operations of the Fish and 

e Service including management of national wildlife refuges, fish 
hatchery operations, and research. The 1987 Budget proposed adequate funding 
to meet Federal fish and wildlife responsibilities. The 1987 appropriation of 
$314,692,000 exceeded the Budget proposal by $29.6 million or over a 10 percent 
increase. 


*This rescission proposal would reduce operations to a level commensurate with 
programmatic need given limited budgetary resources. While many of the 
Congressional add-ons may fund worthwhile programs, these can be left unfunded 
without significant effect on our natural resources. Low priority activities 
proposed for termination include: $12 million for wildlife and refuge programs, 
$2 million for research and development, and $2 million for enhancement and 
fisheries. 


89SE 
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R87-53A 


Endangered species cooperative state grants ($4.3 million) are proposed for 
termination because States have developed ‘individual programs. Many States 
have instituted income tax check-offs to fund wildlife and endangered species 
programs. The rescission is proposed to help achieve the deficit reduction 
goals of the Balance Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985. 


Estimated Program Effect: Non-essential operational activities will be 
curtailed or cancelled with neyligible effect on our fisn and wildlife 
resources, 


Outlay Effect (in thousands of dollars): 





1987 Outlay Estimate ae a eke a A Rae URS oe oe 
Without With 
Rescission Rescission 198? 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 
305 ,000 287,575 17,425 3,075 





. Revised from previous report. 
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Deferral No: 087-32 


DEFERRAL OF BUDGET AUTHORITY 
Report Pursuant to Section 1013 of P.L. 93-344 


AGENCY: "Funds Appropricted to. . 
the President New budget authority........ $1,460,990 500 

(P.L: 99-500 & 99-591) 
Other budgetary resources...$ _-13,000,000 





Sureaur———AQENty-for-thternattonat— 
Deve lopment 
Total budgetary resources. ..$1,447,990,500 





“Amount to be deferred: 
Part Of Year... .cscccseces 4 2,278,000 


' 
' 
' 
' 
' 
' 
' 
' 
{ 
Functional development assistance { 
program : 
' 
! 
1171021 S . Fat tre: gears cisco sects $ 
Pie eb hae ON eter 2h ok aoe Noe ee We 
ONS tdenttricatton-cover-————————— } CR rrr (in addition to sec. 
| Pit ee 
11-1021-0-1-151 ' tt Antideficiency Act 
' 
! 
\ 
i 
t 
i 
' 
' 
! 
i 
! 
1 


TXT P.L. 99-500 & 99-591 1/ 


Type of budget authority: 


tx! Annual TXT Appropriation 
Loe Multiple-year ; TT Contract authority 
reir (expTratton datey 


TT Other 


Justification: This account provides economic resources to developing 
Countries with the aim of bringing the benefits of development to the poorer 
countries and peoples. In 1987, AID is able to use $39 million of the funds in 
this account to provide local cost support to its missions. Additional amounts 
are deferred pending Congressional consideration of proposed supplemental 
appropriations language to transfer them to AID Operating expenses and 
Inspector General accounts to fund the costs of the January 1987 pay raise. 


Estimated Program Effect: One or several assistance programs may be reduced by 
the amount of the deferral. 


Outlay Effect (in thousands of dollars): 


TOR? {Outlay Estimate = 2 s6 te Outlay Changes asad Shas 
Withou th 


Deferral Oeferral 198? 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 
1,367,771 1,367,589 -182 -77 ~547 -456 -318 


V/ Another authority is: Tne Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended (22 
U.S.C. 2151 et seq.) 
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Deferral Wo: 087-33 
DEFERRAL OF BUDGET AUTHORITY 
Report Pursuant to Section 1013 of P.L. 93-344 
Wew budget authority........ $___ 50,000,000 


' 

' 

' 
Department of Agriculture { 
sures: Sea Se oe 
Commodity Credit Corporation ' 
' 
' 
! 
' 
' 
i 
' 
' 
' 


y : 
Temporary emergency food assistance 
program 
1273635 


ONE Tdenttr ication coder 


(P.-L. 99-500 & 99-591) 
Other budgetary resources... == ss 
Total budgetary resources... ___ 50,000,000 
Amount to be deferred: 

Part of year..... 


_28,559 ,000 





Lope} authority (in addition to sec. 
013): 
12-3635-0-1-351 


Antideficiency Act 


cx 


Yes Other P.L. 99-500 & 591 1/ 


Type of account or Tunds ———"; Type of budget authority: 


| 
' 
' 
t 
+X! Annual | TXT Appropriation 
—— ‘ —— 
T | Multiple-year ss TT Contract authority 
a (expTFatton-aatey $9 
T 1 No-Year i TT Other 


Justification: This account funds the costs of intrastate storage and 
distribution of CCC commodities donated to families. The program is 
administered by the Food and Nutrition Service through grants to State agencies 
thet operate food distribution programs. The program was set up to be a 
temporary program and is no longer needed. These amounts are deferred pending 
Congressional consideration of proposed supplemental appropriations anor to 
transfer them to other accounts of the Department of Agriculture to fund the 
costs of the January 1987 pay raise and increased Federal Employee Retirement 
System costs. 


Estimated Program Effect: 
Commodities. 


Outlay Effect (in thousands of dollars): 


1987 Outlay Estimate 
Without With 


States will pay the costs of transporting 


Deferral Deferral 1987 1988 1989 199 1991 1992 
53,643 25,084 -28,559 


17 Other authorities are: Title II of P.L. 98-8 and Title XV of P.L. 99-198. 
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Deferral Wo: 087-34 


DEFERRAL OF BUDGET AUTHDRITY 
Report Pursuant to Section 1013 of P.L. 93-344 


PO ree ete See ee ee en 








| New budget authority........$___20,000,000 
Department of Agriculture { (P.L. 99-500 & 99-591) 
Bureau: “Rural Evectrification | Other budgetary resources... = ss 
Administration | 
Kpproprtatton title and symbot: { Total budgetary resources... ___ 20,000,000 
a ier 
Reimbursement to the Rural | Amount to be deferred: . 
electrification and telephone { Part of year...... seveeee$ __ 20,000,000 
revolving fund | 
127310 F) MMRSPOTUOER Sc civecceaces ge ee pie alta 
Bai ah see ee hile 
UNE TAEATITICSTION code: { ae (in addition to sec. 
| : 
{ 
i 


12-3102-0-1-452 |_| Antideficiency Act 


11 Yes TX] No TXT Other P.L. 99-500 & S591, & 
alia a enancn evi tniptnas th! Sh 7 U.S.C. 931 
Type of account or fund: Type of budget authority: 


! KX} Annual 


! | Multiple-year 


exptration date 
1.1 No-Year : y 


TXT Appropriation 


—— 


LT Contract authority 
TT Other 





dustification: This account is intended to pay the Rural electrification and 

eTephone revolving fund for interest subsidies and losses sustained in prior 
years. In fact, the fund has never incurred a loss since its inception in 
1973. In 1986, interest receipts exceeded expenses by $101 million. The fund 
has not incurred losses because it is exempted by statute from paying $307 
million in annual interest costs to the Treasury on advances totaling $7.9 
billion. These amounts are deferred pending Congressional consideration of 
proposed supplemental appropriations language to transfer them to other 
accounts of the Department of Agriculture to fund the costs of the January 1987 
pay raise and increased Federal Employee Retirement System costs. 


Estimated Program Effect: This deferral will have no effect on the programs of 
the Rural PHSCUTT FT Sat ion Administration. This fund does not need the 
appropriation to continue functioning. 





Outlay Effect (in thousands of dollars): 


RT RE EER gs Gubise Chaeene oes. ch ate5 
withou wt pee espe ss 


Deferral Deferral 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 
20,000 eee -20,000 . 


0Zs¢ 
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Deferral Mo: 087-35 


DEFERRAL OF BUDGET AUTHORITY 
Report Pursuant to Section 1013 of P.L. 93-344 


1--------------- + 


SS SE Re ee eee 
New budget authority........ $___ 58,946,000 


' 
! 
Department of Sgcicustere t (P.L. 99-500 & 99-591) 

> ' 

. ore ervic { Other budgetary resources... 9,304 825 
' 
' 
| 


Appropriation title and symbol: | Total budgetary resources... 68,250,825 
State and private forestry \“iacat to o6 ccterred: SS C*~‘ S }SU;*;*~*;~‘(<N!C;#! 
Part of year.......... eos) 3155787008 

12x1105 b> EMESOR: PONE Ss osc stack set Rig Sat esd 2 
ONB-YoeNtITTeatten-eover-——-——-——-! “Lega} authority (in addition to sec. 


12-1105-0-1-302 T |. Antideficiency Act 
T-XT Other P.L. 99-500 & 591, 
96-586 


P.L. 95-313, P.L. 95-495, & P.L. 
Type of budget authority: 


' 
tT 1 Annual { TXT Appropriation 
' 
T_T Multiple-year ee | TT Contract authority 
eo (expTration datey } ee 
TXT No-Year 1 T_T Other hs 
oe | shh igh hace eas SE it ila 





eee 








Justification: This account funds (1) expenses of cooperating with, and 
providing technical and financial assistance to States, territories, 
possessions, and others and (2) forest pest management activities. Part of 
this account provides Federal contributions for cooperative Federal/State soil 
erosion mitigation and water pollution control projects on State, county, and 
local lands within the Lake Tahoe (California/Nevada) Basin. This deferral 
geatpeses cooperative funding for minor activities in the Lake Tahoe Basin. 
ajor new soil erosion mitigation and water pollution control projects will 
still be initiated in the Lake Tahoe Basin in 1987. These amounts are deferred 
pending Congressional consideration of proposed supplemental appropriations 
language to transfer them to other accounts of the Department of. Agriculture to 
fund the costs of the January 1987 pay raise. 


Estimated Program Effect: Minor soil erosion mitigation and water pollution 
control arOyects Planned by South Lake Tehoe City, California; Placer County, 
California; E1 Dorado County, California; Douglas County, Nevada; and Washoe 
County, Nevada may be postponed without Federal contributions. 


BEST COPY 
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087-35 
Outlay Effect (in thousands of dollars): 
EOBP DUS tey Estimate eS Cun tey Changes in 
setarcat Deferral 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 =: 1992 


59,116 58,479 -637 -160 
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Deferral Mo: 087-36 
DEFERRAL OF BUDGET AUTHORITY 
Report Pursuant to Section 1013 of P.L. 93-344 
—<.. rr ES eae Ee ees nk: Pt aes ee ee 


‘ 

| Wew budget authority........$___ 52,236,000 
Department of Agriculture } (P.L. 99-500 & 99-591) 
; 
‘ 
t 





sures: FOESt Servite Other budgetary resources... 46,831,989 


Appropriation title and syabol: ~~} total budgetary resources... 99,067,989 








os 
i a 
Land acquisition 1/ | Amount to be deferred: 
| Part of year....... eeeeee$ __ 27,070,000 
' 
12x5004 i CRIS MOG i i dcecpeees oS 
a ae tnernnmmeniniptnrtientiastalip 
ee Legg} guthority (in addition to sec. 
12-5004-0-2-303 { 1 § Antideficiency Act 
. ' 
T_I Yes LXt Nol TXT Other P.L. 99-500 & 591 2/ 
Type-of-account—or-fond: Type of budget authority: 
rm ' 
tt Annual ! T Xl Appropriation 
' 
tt Multiple-year ! T T Contract authority 
oh (expTration date; | x 
‘Xt WNo-Year TT Other 5 Bo ie Sees 








Justification: This account funds the acquisition of private lands and 
nterests for public outdoor recreation purposes. Future land purchases are 
mot necessary because (1) the current Forest Service land base (191 million 
acres) is adequate to provide Federally funded public outdoor recreation and 
(2) the current taxable land base for States and local governments should not 
be reduced further. These amounts are deferred pending Congressional 
consideration of proposed supplemental appropriations language to transfer them 
to other accounts of the Department of Agriculture to fund the costs of the 
January 1987 pay raise and increased Federal Employee Retirement System costs. 


Estimated Program Effect: Land acquisition program objectives will be met 
fhrough Tand exchanges rather than purchases. 


Outlay Effect: None 








This account is also the subject of a rescission proposal (R87-16). 


1/ 
2/ Other authorities are: P.L. 61-435, P.L. 90-542, P.L. 90-543, P.L. 93- 
205, and P.L. 95-586. 
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Deferral Mo: 087-37 


DEFERRAL OF BUDGET AUTHORITY 
Report Pursuant to Section 1013 of P.L. 93-344 


| New budget authority........$___ 15,434,000 


! 
Appropriation tittle and symbol: Total budgetary resources... 130,230,648 


Timber roads, purchaser election Amount to be deferred: 


Part of year.........../-$ _ 11,900,000 
' 


12x5202 Entire year..... oe aearalaies an 


ONB-TUENTITICATION cous: Legal authority (in addition to sec. Fi 
013): 


12-9922-0-2-302 |_t Antideficiency Act 


‘ 

| 

i 

| 

: 
I I Yes i x] Wo I xT Other 16 U.S.C. 472a(i) 
TYPE OF ACcouAT OF Fund: : Type of budget authority: 
| 
' 
' 
| 


Appropriation 


I i Annual 

: | meneceter pies 
ex 

T_Xl No-Year 


cit 

I T Contract authority 
piration aatey 
| 


Other 











Justification: This account uses timber receipts from purchasers of timber who 
qualify as small businesses and elect to have the Forest Service (instead of 
themselves) construct the roads designated under the timber sale contract. 
Timber road construction for small businesses can be accomplished in 1987 with 
the remaining *arge unobligated balances. These amounts are deferred pending 
Congressional consideration of proposed supplemental appropriations language to 
transfer them to the Operation of the national forest system account to fund 
the costs of the January 1987 pay raises. 


Estimated Program Effect: None 
Outlay Effect: None 


TEENCY: Se eae Tee Ee Re ETE ee ee 
Soparinest of bor leeltere | (16 U.S.C. 472a(1)) 
: v { Other budgetary resources... 114,796,648 


oZSE& 
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Deferral Wo: 087-38 


DEFERRAL OF BUDGET AUTHORITY 
Report Pursuant to Section 1013 of P.L. 93-344 


ery as Reh ee Act ce ee eae = ee 

New budget authority........ $ 16,241,000 
Department of Defense - Civil (Pale 99-500 & 99-591) eT eT 
suresus” U-S~ sorarers™ and “| Other budgetary resources...$ __ 2,741,065 


Airmen's Home 


Appropriation title and symbol: 
Capital outlay 
84X8932 


Total bidgetary resources...$ __ 18,982,065 
“Amount to be deferred: 
Part of year...........;+- $____ 1,132,000 


UNE TAEAT IF ICat ion codet ame Legg} guthority (in addition to sec. 


84-8932-0-7-705 | 1 Antideficiency Act 


TXT P.L. 99-500 & 99-591 & 
Act of March 3, 1851 (9 Stat. 595 


Type of budget authority: 


Tie Yes txt No 
Type of account or fund: ~~~ 
2 Annual TXT Appropriation 
Tran, Multiple-year 
(expTFATTON-Batey 


rr 
' Xi WNo-Year 


T_T Contract authority 


TT Other 





Justification: This account finances renovation and construction of the 
physical plant of the U.S. Soldiers’ and Airmen's Home. The 1987 appropriation 
exceeded amounts required to implement the Home's renovation plans during 1987 
in order to. speed up certain renovations. However, these excess amounts can 
not be used until the Home has established specifications for renovation 
projects (now expected to. be in 1988 or 1989). After the specifications are 
developed, cost estimates will be prepared, appropriations requested, and 
contracts awarded. Therefore, these amounts are deferred pending Congressional 
consideration of proposed supplemental appropriations language to transfer them 
to Operation and maintenance to fund the costs of the January 1987 pay raise 
and increased costs of the Federal Employee Retirement System. 


Estimated Program Effect: There is no effect. The Home will carry on its 
planned renovations Tm 1987. 


Outlay Effect (in thousands of dollars): 


1987 Outlay Estimate hs Oe a 
without Ree 6 Shky SO ee 


Deferral Deferral 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991-1992 





12,192 12,192 $00 -566 -283 -141 -71 -35 
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Deferral Wo: 087-39 


DEFERRAL OF BUDGET AUTHORITY 
Report Pursuant to Section 1013 of P.L. 93-344 


+ 





UNS Tdent iF ication code: 


75-0943-0-1-550 
rae: 


Legal authority (in addition to sec. 
013): 


3 epartment of Healt 
and Human Services | Mew budget authority........ $__ 539,067,000 
' (PzL. 99-500 & 99-591) 
uréau: coect or Disease Other budgetary resources...$ 45,089,784 
ontro 
abot: } Total budgetary resources...$ 584,156,784 
| sain ascitic 
Disease control, research, and {| Amount to be deferred: 

training | Part of year..... sia aia Nose $____2,428,000 
75X0943 7570943 | Entire year..............- i ai iaara 
| eeditpivaentens 

! 

| 

i 


T 1° Antideficiency Act 
T XT P.L. 99-500 & 99-591, & 


91-596 
Type of budget PLEASE 


Tat Yes EOP No 
Type of account or fund: 











' 
{ 
T ¥] Annual TXT Appropriation 
ror ; 
Multiple-year | TT Contract authority 
wt (exptratton-aatay | 2 
TX! Wo-Year . T_T Other Ree A 





Justification: This account funds the preventive health block grant and 
FederaT assistance in the areas of sexually transmitted diseases, immunization, 
infectious diseases, chronic and environmental diseases, occupational safety 
and health, and epidemic services. Among other activities, funding is provided 
for educational resource centers sponsored by the National Institute for 
Occupational Safety and Health. After nearly a decade of Federal support, the 
beneficiaries of this training -- primarily industry and state governments-- 
sheuld gradually assume greater financial responsibility for it. The 1988 
Budget proposes to phase down Federal support for educational resource centers 
over three years beginning in 1987, Therefore, unneeded balances in the one- 
year account are deferred pending Congressional consideration of proposed 
Supplemental appropriations language to transfer them to the Food and Drug 
eee to fund the increased costs of the Federal Employee Retirement 
ystem. 

Estimated Pro 


wae Effect: Federal support of educational resource centers will 
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087-39 


Outlay Effect (in thousands of dollars): 


1987 Outlay Estimate Lek ote reli ta ieee so 2 ee 
ou ith f 


W 
Deferral Deferral 1987 988 1989 1990 1991 1992 


490,274 487 ,846 2,428 eee 
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Deferral Wo: 087-40 


DEFERRAL OF BUDGET AUTHORITY 
Report Pursuant to Section 1013 of P.L. 93-344 


3 epartment of Hea 
and Human Services New budget authority........$1,313,970,000 


(P.L. 99-500 & 99-591) 


ureau: cohol, Dru use, an Other budgetary resources...$ 4,871,223 
Mental Health Administration ’ z ain 
a sy 3 Total budgetary resources. ..$1,318,841,223 


ar a a 


Amount to be deferred: 


Alcohol, drug abuse, and mental 
health Part of year.........+++++$___10,000,000 


7571361 757/8}361 
75X1361 


UNE Tdent ification code: 


75-1361-0-1-550 
Grant progras: SearoD ee 


ae ee ee wee oe owen en a on 


ft. Antideficiency Act 


_xXi yes TT No} TXT P.L. 99-500 & 99-591, 
ite ek tl to eee Spe eGo ~~ 99-319, & 42 U.S.C. 2428 
Type of account or fund: | Type of budget authority: 
' 
TXT Annual TXT Appropriation 
' 
T_XI Multiple-year Sept. 30, 1988] T_T Contract authority 
ied lexprratton datey! Petts 
iXi No-Year | ToT: .0there soe ee ns 5h st OS 








Justification: This account provides Federal support for services, research, 
and research training in the areas of alcohol, drug abuse, and mental health. 
Among other activities, funds are provided for mental health clinical training 
and grants to protection and advocacy programs for the mentally i113. In light 
of the adequate supply of mental health clinicians, the 1988 Budget proposes to 
phase down Federal support of mental health clinical training over three years. 
The Budget also proposes that protection and advocacy programs be funded 
progressively from block grant funds and non-Federal funding sources over three 
years. Therefore, unneeded balances in the one-year account are deferred 
pending Congressional consideration of proposed supplemental appropriations 
language to transfer them to the Food and Drug Administration and Saint 
Elizabeths Hospital to fund the costs of the January 1987 pay raise and 
increased costs of the Federal Employee Retirement System. 


Estimated Program Effect: Federal support of mental health clinicians will be 
phased down. re 
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087-40 
Outlay Effect (in thousands of dollars): 


1987 Outlay Estimate Rat Nae oo A Outlay Changes ni Sk de ed 
: ou rr 


eferral Deferral 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 


1,207,334 1,197,334 -10,000 oes eee eee eee eee 
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087-12A 


Supplementary Report 
Report Pursuant to Section 1014(c) of Public Law 93-344 


13%*, pepert updates Deferral No. 087-12 transmitted to Congress on September 
° > 


This revision to a deferral for the Limitation on administrative expenses 
(Construction) account of the Social Security Administration in the Department 
Of Health and Human Services increases the amount previously reported from 
$7,073,456 to $7,162,831. This net increase of $89,375 results from the 
deferral of additional balances carried over from 1986. 
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Deferral Wo: 087-12A 


DEFERRAL OF BUDGET AUTHORITY 
Report Pursuant to Section 1013 of P.L. 93-344 





ae es ee CLL! eek 
and Human Services { New budget authority........ Rite ae 

| PL, ) 
Bureaus SOCTST Security i Other budgetary resources..*$ __ 7,198,831 


Administration 


Limitation on administrative Amount to be deferred: 





*20-8007-0-7-651 
a .mC!mTCSCS 


' 
expenses (construction) 1/ | Part of year... ..ccncccces i i eer es 
75X8704 H 
S + OCIS POOP... i. cpecee *$ __ 7,162,831 
Di a are le a 
URE TWdentititation code: ~~~ | Legal authority (in addition to sec. 
| fo13): 
i 
nae ' 
7) Yes. TF'R) fo} Be ONO te 
ie ti ae 
TYHE OF SCCSUAT SF TuNGT | Type oF budget authority: 
! 
t_! Annual ! TXT Appropriation 
' 
T 1 Multiple-year TFIUTOR-aItEY | TT. Contract authority 
(expTration datey } 
TX No-Year | ieee ANON iN ae oe ea 


"Justification: This account provides funding for construction and renovation 
° e SoctaT Security Administration's (SSA) headquarters and field office 
buildings. The only costs in 1987 are for close-out and claims pending for 
previously approved construction projects. Obligationa) authority in the 
amount of this deferral is not needed at the present time because there are no 
current plans for any new construction or expansion of district offices during 
1987. Some additional obligations will occur in 1988 for repair projects. 
Should new requirements arise, subsequent apportionments will reduce this 
oo: This action is taken pursuant to the Antideficiency Act (31 U.S.C. 
1512). 


Estimated Program Effect: None 
Gutlay Effect: None 


1/ This account was the subject of a similar deferral in 1986 (086-28A). 





e Revised from previous report 
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Deferral Wo: 087-41 


DEFERRAL OF BUDGET AUTHORITY 
Report Pursuant to Section 1013 of P.L. 93-344 


' 
| New budget authority........ $__ 192,709,000 
tage ah at ies if (P.L. 99-500 & 99-591) Penge st 
Bureau: ~~EmpToyment Standards | Other budgetary resources...$___ 35,620,000 
Administration | 
' 
' 
' 


Kppropritation tttTe and symbol: 


Salaries and expenses 


' 
' Part Of peOFs: oi 6.8.2.2 50 $____ 9,659,000 
1670105 166/70105 i 
Ste. ee rE Ser oa) 
ee Ne hi Se A ta FT a 
ORE TdentiFication code: \"Legal authority (in addition to sec. 
t 1013): 
16-0105-0-1-505 ' TT Antideficiency Act 
€rant progras: a ota 3 ee oe 
Lil Yes [TX] No TXT P.L. 99-500 & 99-591 & 


be R St asec ee ier 8 Ta 6 9-178 & 5 U.S.C. Chapter 81 
Type of account or fund: {Type of budget authority: 
TXT Annual 
Tet ‘ 7-1 ’ 
LX} -Multiple-year Sept. 30, 1987 T ¥ Contract authority 
(expTratton date) 


TXT Appropriation 


TI No-Year err O Piers oh) see Ket 
eee ewe ee ewee oes coos oewn occ qe wees ! eee weeee een oe ee eee eee SS 8S SS eee 
Coverage: 

Account Amount 
Appropriation Symbol Deferred 
SPIGFIGE. ANG OKPENSES 2.050. c ccc vcctcescocs 1670105 $1,659,000 
Salaries and expenses........ OSs pete buNees 166/70105 8,000,000 
5,659,000 


Justification: This account funds the administration and enforcement of a 
variety of statutes that (1) prescribe certain standards and conditions of 
employment that must be met by covered employers or (2) provide medical 
assistance and income maintenance for workers injured on the job. Funds 
available to permit the acquisition of computer equipment and software for the 
Federal Employees’ Compensation (FEC) program are deferred. The contract to 
carry out this effort was terminated by the Employment Standards Administration 
(ESA) to permit the review of several different current alternatives for the 
development: and implementation of a new FEC computer system. This review will 
not be completed in time to allow the use of the full amount available for the 
system in 1987. Unneeded funds are deferred pending Congressional 
consideration of proposed supplemental appropriations language to transfer them 
to other Department of Labor accounts to fund the costs of the January 1987 pay 
raise and increased Federal Employee Retirement System costs. 


9ZSE 
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087-41 


Estimated Progras Effect: ESA is currently in the process of reviewing Several 

erent alternatives for the development and implementation of a new FEC 
computer system. This review will not be completed in time to allow use of the 
full amount available for the system in 1987 and the absence of the amount 
proposed for transfer would not affect the FEC program in 1987. However, the 
ESA review will be completed by 1988 and an appropriation has been requested to 
a ESA to acquire any needed software and equipment for the FEC system in 

88. 


Outlay Effect: None 


ee 


50 


Deferral Wo: 087-42 


DEFERRAL OF BUDGET AUTHORITY 
Report Pursuant to Section 1013 of P.L. 93-344 


AGENCY: "Department of Foo Sate ee a ae ee Pact 

Transportation New budget authority..... ee Spe tS he 
Bureaus" Federat Ratiroad ae ie 4,988.55 
Adutatsécatien ' Other budgetary resources $$. 2 552 

y > | Total budgetary resources...$ 24,988,552 


Rail service assistance Amount to be deferred: 


! 
' 
{ WAbeieeS ee 462,000 
69X0122 i Part of year aled 
S COCARS: FORE Vo:50 2s voce TF sk iaae ze 
Ome VORMETYTEEETOW ONE "i "Tapay authority (in addition to sec. 


69-0122-0-1-401 


' 

| sell 

i | 4 Antideficiency Act 
. ' 

| 

' 

' 


TX! Yes 71 No TXT Other P.L. 99-272, 
P.L. 98-473, & P.L. 99-190 


Type" oF account or fund: ~~ i"Yype of budget authority: ——SS~S 


T-xT Appropriation 





! Annual 


T Multiple-year TT Contract authority 
EE (expTFation dat 


¥ 
' Xt No-Year 


mt 
“ 


Justification: This account funds discretionary and formula grants to all 

ates for rail planning and for track rehabilitation of light density lines. 
The 1987 appropriation of $10 million (included in the Office of the 
Administrator account) and $25.0 million of unobligated balances from prior 
years are available in this program. The funds in this account include more 
than $17 million in discretionary grant funds that States may use as they 
choose within the overall objectives of the program. This deferral of 
discretionary funds -is-proposed: because rail abandonment problems proposed to 
be addressed by the deferred funds are local in nature and are more 
appropriately the responsibility of State and local governments. The funds are 
deferred pending Congressional consideration of proposed supplemental 
appropriations language to transfer them to other Federal Railroad 
Administration accounts to fund the costs of the January 1987 pay raise and 
increased Federal Employee Retirement System costs. 


Estimated Program Effect: Rail service improvements will be funded by State 
and local governments, if at all. 
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087-42 
Outlay Effect (in thousands of dollars): 
Seer ME GRe MOCBMOt Ge sh rE Te OR aah a cect 
without With 
Deferral Deferral 198 1988 1989 199 1991 1992 


33,539 32,077 -462 
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Deferral Wo: 087-43 


DEFERRAL OF BUDGET AUTHORITY 
Report Pursuant to Section 1013 of P.L. 93-344 


eee” See Oe ets Oe ae sree yi a et 


Transportation i New budget authority..... + -$___ 27,050,000 

fates ie RNS. (P.L. 99-500 & 99-591) 
OUreEn: Feaerat RatTrosd ‘ Other budgetary resources...$_ 
' 
' 
' 


1,268 652 
Administration nn hoes 


y . Total budgetary resources...$ 28,318,652 
sn sete Raga ayy eee 
69X0702 6970702 { Per we ee nee 
69x0706 | Entire year....... pci ee Sh ae co he, 
One” YaERETTTeatTON COURT "i" Leggy authority (in addition to sec. Pere 
69-0702-0-1-401 i TI Antideficiency Act 
" Tit ves ToT no ! TXT P.L. 99-500 & 99-591, & 
Type GF atteuat-or Funds ~~~ |-t35e-sr-wedeet aethert 
Las Annual Tai Appropriation 


| J Multiplé-year 


i 
t 
! 
i 
: I TL Coftract duthority 
{eapTratton Bate) { ae 
{ 
! 


—_——— Pers 
LAD No+vear Erie espe SEs a2) 
Se Stitt ccedo seme ems meses. ae! oases. i ee a a 








ustification: This dééount funds Federal enforcement of railfoad safety, the 

utomate rack- inspection prégram, grants-in-aid for railfoad safety, and 
satety research and dévelopment. Grafits-in-aid for railroad safety that 
subsidize existing State inspection proyrams Should not be a Federal 
responsibility becaus@ the program has primarily a local impact. These grant 
unds are deferred pending Congressidfal consideration Of proposed Supplemental 
éppropriatiGns language to transfer them to other Départment of Transportation 
accounts to fund the costs of the January 1987 pay raise and increased Federal 
Employee Retirement System costs. 


Estimated Program Efféct: States currently in the grant program would not 
Fecetve funds appropriated for grants-in-aid fof railroad safety. Because of 
the low percentage of the Federal subsidy, States are likely to fully fund 
thése programs. 


Qutlay Effect (in thousands of dollars): 


Seer OUbIee SAGseete fs Ombre y Cena en oan 
Withou 


éferral Deferral 1987 1988 1989 199 1991 199 
48,458 47,357 -1,10 os ive eds ea 
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Deferral No: 087-44 


DEFERRAL OF BUDGET AUTHORITY 
Report Pursuant to Section 1013 of P.L. 93-344 


P.L. 98-473 


Type of budget authority: 


TXT Appropriation 


AGENCY: "Department of r 
Transportation | Mew budget authority........ DO pin Ne 
\ 
Bureaus reversal Ratios “~{} Other budgetary resources...$ 134,978 
Administration Ure ieee CL ee at NSP yok he: ck eee eee 
. | Total budgetary resources...$ _—_—-(734,,978 
a aa a caeiinisipnineioniiieas 
Conrail labor protection ' Amount to be deferred: 
' 
© BE POR cag cen ccc wsese 4 646 ,000 
69x0707 69X0709 , year... sewers sees $d 646 ,00( 
o:  WEBRAPO PORT sas bese s cee es met sano: 
Go ea Soe be ae neice I ie eae 
OnD~tdenttTicat ton coder ~-———--——— i Lega! authority (in addition to sec. 
i OU 4k 
69-0709-0-1-603 ' 1 1 Antideficiency Act 
. ae cuenatiiie ' 
Toi ves 1x No | TXT Other P.L. 97-35, & 
' 
' 


tT Annual 
Multiple-year T_T Contract authority 
(expTratTon datey 


Justification: This account provides protection to Conrail employees deprived 
of employment because of actions taken under the Regional Rail Reorganization 
Act of 1973. It also provides benefits to Milwaukee Railroad employees. The 
purposes for which these funds were originally appropriated have been 
accomplished. Therefore, the funds are deferred pending Congressional 
consideration of proposed supplemental appropriations language to transfer them 
to other Federal Railroad Administration accounts to fund the costs of the 
January 1987 pay raise and increased Federal Employee Retirement System costs. 


Estimated Program Effect: None 
Outlay Effect: None 


ad 
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Deferral Wo: 087-45 


DEFERRAL OF BUDGET AUTHORITY 
Report Pursuant to Section 1013 of P.L. 93-344 


' 
Transportation | New budget authority........ $___ 16,962,000 
| (P.L. 99-500 & 99-591) 
Bureau: Federal Rattroad | Other budgetary resources...$ 12,666,796 
Administration { 
priation e and syaboT: | Total budgetary resources...$ 29,628,796 
| Ne cease 
Northeast corridor improvement !"Amount to be deferred: 
programs | Part of year.............. $___ 16,962,000 
' 
69X0123 t , Catire years. i052... es eek ihe Sera 
Oe ee Nh a ioe 
UNE -TSEATITICET TON code: “1 Tegal authority (in addition to sec. 
| aT es 


| 4 <Antideficiency Act 
TXT P.L. 99-500 & 99-591, & 


' 
i 
on Micteilent ' 
11 Yes TX} No} 
ee nee eR ee oats ke Pee { P.L. 94-210 
Type oF account or fund: i Type of budget authority: 
' 
' 
1 1 Annual | TXT Appropriation 
—: ' 
T_1 mMultiple-year | TT Contract authority 
(expTratton dates } 
tXt No-Year | mee Ne Pk a See ee ee 
Re Sir ee ee a a eh ae. 








Justification: This account funds improvements to the northeast corridor as 
authorized by title VII of the Railroad Revitalization and Regulatory Reform 
Act. of 1976, as amended. The program can be completed with funds appropriated 
through 1986. Further improvements should be justified and financed as are 
other Amtrak capital projects -- evaluated and authorized by the Board of 
Directors and financed either through available corporate funds or Amtrak's 
budget request. The funds are deferred pending Congressional consideration of 
proposed supplemental appropriations language to transfer them to the Federal 
Aviation Administration to fund the costs of the January 1987 pey raise and 
increased Federal Employee Retirement System costs. 


Estimated Progras Effect: Further northeast corridor improvements would be 
Financed by tetra based on and following business-like evaluations. 
Outlay Effect (in thousands of dollars): 


1987 Outlay Estimate glee clecedkh 2°00 amet! bes 
Withou ert C2) 2 eee 


Deferral Deferral 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 
118,795 117,777 -1,018 -4,580 -7,972 -3,392 
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Deferral Wo: 087-46 
DEFERRAL OF BUDGET AUTHORITY 
Report Pursuant to Section 1013 of P.L. 93-344 
AGENCY: “Department of Pats SORE oe hod Tn Pie ne ay 
Transportation | New budget authority........ $____ 5,000,000 
ae ay eee \ (P.L. 99-500 & 99-591) 
Bureaus” Federst Ratirosd | Other budgetary resources...$ 5,000,000 
Administration j ee 
y : | Total budgetary resources...$ 10,000,000 


Conrail commuter transition Amount to be deferred: 


'‘ 
2 ; 
assistance i Part of year...........-+. $___ 10,000,000 
' 
69X0747 Fi) I MOU OS See's aevwis es Bees de ssh 
a ellen 
Ons-tdenttrtcatton-code:-——-——-———- ' Lega! authority (in addition to sec. 
| a 
69-0747-0-1-401 i | | Antideficiency Act 
- — aftastn t 
|X! Yes | | Nol TXT P.L. 99-500 & 99-591, 
iets ea ae oe i P.L. 97-35, & P.L. 99-190 


Type of budget authority: 


' 
' 
' 
it Annuel ! TXT Appropriation 
——— ' 
tics Hultiple-year i ~"T Contract authority 
ere (exptratton-catey | ee 
e_kl No-Year | ci ABS | Meee DER ted tira ahs aoe 


dustification: These funds helped defray the one-time only start-up costs of 
commuter service and other transition expenses connected with the transfer of 
rail commuter services from Conrail to other operators. Subsequent 
appropriations have provided funds for local commuter train improvements that 
are local jurisdiction responsibilities and should, if judged necessary by 
those jurisdictions, be funded from local funds or selected by local sponsors 
for assistance from within available Federa] mass transit funds. The funds are 
deferred pending Congressional consideration of proposed supplemental 
appropriations language to transfer them to other Department of Transportation 
accounts to fund the costs of the January 1987 pay raise and increased Federal 
Employee Retirement System costs. 


Estimated Program Effect: Local commuter train improvements would receive all 
Financing from loca jurisdictions or as part of mass transit funds. 
Outlay Effect (in thousands of dollars): 
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56 
Deferral Wo: 087-47 
DEFERRAL OF BUDGET AUTHORITY 
Report Pursuant to Section 1013 of P.L. 93-344 
KGEWCY: Department of BoP Re ee or ety teh = 
Transportation | New budget authority........ $___ 17,400,000 
alsin sean See a aes ak | (P.L. 99-500 & 99-591) 
Bureau Urban Mass Transportation; Other budgetary resources...$ 9 526 325 
Administration ; ae 
propriatton e and symboT: | Total budgetary resources...$ 26,926,325 
Ba en RR a Be le pk i Re 
Research, training and human '"Reount to be deferred: 
resources SRO ERY Giveeek vee e550 $ 4,336,000 
' eee eh eee 
‘ 
69x1121 ae Se are en hs ee 
Ne RA 5 RT 
ONB- TASH IT ITat TON coues —~-----——— | “Tegal auth Seite (ia idat 


tepal authority (in addition to sec. 
013): 


' 
| 
69-1121-0-1-401 { 1 ft Antideficiency Act 
6rant-prograas— + Cae 
! TXT P.L. 99-500 & 99-591, & 
' 


ee ao es a ir th kent lin oe ee 49 U.S.C. 1601 et seq. 
Type of actount or Fund: Type of budget authority: 


' 
' 
' 
t__| Annual { TXT Appropriation 
! 
| 


Bi Multiple-year 


TI Contract authority 
(expiration dates } se 


Justification: This account funds research, training, and human resource 

evelopmen in the transit industry. Section 6 of the Urban Mass 
Transportation Act of 1964 authorizes research, development and demonstration 
Projects. The development of suitable projects is difficult and time consuming 
and as a result large unobligated balances have developed over the years. 
These were reduced last year as a result of various transfers. However, there 
are still balances not obligated from appropriations prior to 1987 that are not 
likely to be used this year. The funds are deferred pending Congressional 
consideration of proposed supplemental appropriations language to transfer them 
to other Department of Transportation accounts to fund the costs of the January 
1987 pay raise and increased Federal Employee Retirement System costs. 


Estimated Program Effect: Lower priority training, research and human 
resources projects will not be funded. 


“Outlay Effect (in thousands of dollars): 


1987 Outlay Estimate Dita CHRON 
i —«  — —--————- ENTS 


Deferral Deferral 1987 1988 1989 1990 991 1992 
21,968 21,968 See +1,900 -1,100 -900 -436 
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Deferral Wo: 087-48 


DEFERRAL OF BUDGET AUTHORITY 
Report Pursuant to Section 1013 of P.L. 93-344 


a: i. Cl! lL 
Transportation New budget authority........ $__ 200,000,000 


' 

' 

' 

4 ! (P.L. 99-500 & 99-591) 

BUresUS Urban Mass Transportation; Other budgetary resources...$ 67,787,213 
' 
' 
{ 


———— 


Administration 


priation e-and symbol: Total budgetary resoyrces...$__ 267,787,213 
Interstate transfer grants - eR SS 2 rns 
transit | Part of year..........+. ..$___ 51,800,000 

' 
69x1127 686/71127 | Entire year........ aeeh ee FE) Ae en 
eve tey sees "Tag eather tig (1a Saatt Ven toreee. 





1 
t | | Antideficiency Act 
| TXT P.L. 99-500 & 99-591, & 
| 23 U.S.C. 103(e)(4 

ype o udget authority: 


' 
' 
' 
' 
TT Annuat | TXT Appropriation 
' 
| Xi Multiple-year Sept. 30, 1987] T_T Contract authority 
ane (expteation tite | <— 
Txt No-Year iad CCOGF on pesil ih ebm AX 








dustification: The Secretary of Transportation is authorized to provide 
Federal funding to allow States and localities to withdraw nonessential 
Interstate highway segments and substitute public transportation improvements, 
such as bus projects or rail projects. This funding is discretionary and can 
be stretched out without appreciable loss of benefits. The funds are deferred 
pending Congressional consideration of proposed supplemental appropriations 
language to transfer them to the Federal Aviation Administration to fund the 
costs of the January 1987 pay raise and increased Federal Employee Retirement 
System costs. 


Estimated Program Effect: Lower priority interstate transfer grants - transit 
prejects will not be fanded. 


Outlay Effect (in thousands of dollars): 


1987 Outlay Estimate Onliles Geeeees 5 
Without ae fee ee pager oni nae eS 


Deferral Deferral 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 
367 ,860 360,060 -7,800 -12,900 -12,900 -7,800 -5,200 -5,200 
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Deferral Wo: 087-49 


DEFERRAL OF BUDGET AUTKORITY 
Report Pursuant to Section 1013 of P.L. 93-344 


TT: waco”. CCC. 


+++ + 





Transportation Wew budget authority........ $___ 35,000,000 
eiaaienitiacnsenicemmanthintartaarsbiipengiti sere Tol ta Tt (P.L. 99-500 & 99-591) 
Bureaus” Federay Aviat ton Other budgetary resources...$____ 4,495,000 


Administration 
Total budgetary resources...$ 39,495,000 


Operation and maintenance, Amount to be deferred: 


Metropolitan Washington es ath teeta a 12,214,000 
btrgores g Part of year 9. 12. 2 
6971332 Entire year........seeeees Westen 7. hese: 
ONB-TaENtITIcatton-couer-----———— | LegaT authority (in addition to sec.” 
1 : 
69-1332-0-1-402 { ! 4 <Antideficiency Act 
° antes nanan: ' 
LX! Yes | 1 No} T"XT P.L. 99-500 & 99-591, 
iain ik eee ae ol tar ea 49 U.S.C. App. 2401 & 2421, et seg. 
Type of account or fund: i Type of budget authority: 
I 
TXT Annual ! TXT Appropriation 
-_ ' 
T_1 Multiple-year | TT Contract authority 
es (expiration datey | 29 
1! No-Year ' Meee OMRON Te Se OES 
| 


SS 


Justification: This account provides for care, operation, maintenance, and 
Tmprovements for Federally-owned Washington National and Washington Dulles 
International Airports. Pursuant to the Metropolitan Washington Airports Act 
of 1986 (as included in P.L. 99-500 and 99-591), the responsibility for 
financing and operating these airports will be transferred to a new airport 
authority under @ 50-year lease about June 1, 1987, Resources appropriated for 
fourth quarter operations and maintenance are not available to the new 
authority, but will be available for transfer because the funds would otherwise 
lapse. The funds are deferred pending Congressional consideration of proposed 
supplemental appropriations languaye to transfer them to the Federal Aviation 
Administration to fund the costs of the January 1987 pay raise and increased 
Federal Employee Retirement System costs. 


Estimated Program Effect: None. If the transfer is not approved. the funds 
will Tapse. 


Outlay Effect: None 
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Deferral Mo: 087-50 


DEFERRAL OF BUDGET AUTHORITY 
Report Pursuant to Section 1013 *of P.L. 93-344 


KGENCY:” Department of Peete ieee ik ae 
Transportation New budget authority........ $___ 20,000,000 





sess (P.L. 99-500 & 99-591) 
Survar: E> eee ee Other budgetary resources...$___ 12,393,763 
var a 


' 
' 
' 
i 
‘ 
' 
' 
ADPOprvatton Cite and Sympol: ——{ Total budgetary resources...$ 32,393,763 
! 
' 
' 
! 
‘ 
' 
' 
' 
' 


Amount to be deferred: 


Research, development, test and 
Part of year..........++++$____ 5,000,000 


evaluation 


69xX0243 


Lega! authority (in addition to sec. 
013): 
} | Antideficiency Act 


ONE TAENTIF ITAL ion codes 
69-0243-0-1-403 


1 1 Yes ? xX! Wo TXT P.L. 99-500 & 99-591 1/ 





| 
i 
\ 
| 
' 
! 

Di lt a ae 

TYPE" OY account oF runaT | Type of budget authority: 

ee | | 
i 
! 
| 
| 


ti! Annual “XT Appropriation 





oy Multiple-yeear TT Contract authority 
(expTration aatey ir a 
1 Xt No-Year ae RE eR a 








Justification: This account funds efforts to maintain the technological base 
Th areas related to the successful execution of the Coast Guard's operational 
and regulatory missions. This program includes the development of techniques, 
methods, hardware, and systems that directly contribute to increasing the 
productivity and effectiveness of operating forces. Tests and evaluations are 
carried out in conjunction with research and development. The deferral will 
primarily come from prior year balances that are a result of delays in 
acquisitions in the patrol boat replacement program. In view of past and 
planned acquisition of the new patrol] boats, this will not affect operational 
and regulatory missions. The funds are deferred pending Congressional 
consideration of proposed supplemental appropriations language to transfer them 
to the Coast Guard operating expenses to. fund the costs of the January 198? pay 
raise and increased Federal Employee Retirement System costs. 


Estimated Program Effect: None 
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Outlay Effect (in thousands of dollars): 


Sea MRCRU GOLSMGL OSs bs CULE ES a ae a earae ee 
without With 


Deferral Deferral 1987 1988 1989 199 199t 1992 


23,000 20,000 -3,000 -2,000 oo eee eee eee 


------—— 


Vv Another authority is: the Coast Guard Authorization Act of 1986 (P.L. 99- 
640). 
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Deferral Mo: 087-51 
DEFERRAL OF BUDGET AUTHORITY 
Report Pursuant to Section 1013 of P.L. 93-344 
ee Sree a. a ee ee ae 
Transportation i New budget authority..... -+-$____1,000,000 


Bureau: “United States Coast 


Guard 


! (P.L. 99-500 & 99-591) 
| Other budgetary resources...$____ 3,013,392 


Kpproprtatton tittle and symbor: ! Total budgetary resources...$ 4,013,392 


Offshore oi] pollution compensation} Amount to be deferred: 








TXT No-Year TI Other 


a a ee nr 


a ee ee 


fund ! Part of year.........e++++$____2,154,000 
69X5167 MESS 6s, salndgct tn Sa 
URE" Taeat IT ication code: “Tegal authority (in addition to seco” 
69-5167-0-2-304 ae L_I Antideficiency Act 
" Toy ves DAT no TXT P.L. 99-500 & 99-591, & 
Type of account oF fund: “Wye or eeapet cates 
TI Annual TXT Appropriation 
i 
tit MUTEND Ie year eatToN-aatey | Li] Contract authority 
I 











eee 





dustification: This account providés Compensation for damages, including 
cTéanup, resulting from oi11 Spills affecting the outer continental shelf. 
Historically, there have been few obligations annually from this fund for the 
purposes indicated. Particularly in recent years, tnere have been few, if any, 
spills to clean up, resulting in $3.0 millon carried over from 1986. The funds 
are deférréd pending Congressional consideration of proposed supplemental 
appropriations language to transfer them to the Coast Guard operating expenses 
to fund the costs of the January 1987 pay raise and increased Federal Employee 
Retirement System costs. 


Estimated Program Effect: 
Outlay Effect: 


None 


None 
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Deferral Wo: 087-52 


DEFERRAL OF BUDGET AUTRORITY 
Report Pursuant to Section 1013 of P.L. 93-344 











KGENTY: “Department of So 
Transportation { New budget authority........ $____ 1,000,000 
aiidaniene a | (P.L. 99-500 & 99-591) 
Bureaus" United states Coast | Other budgetary resources...$____ 5,607,022 


Guar 


d i 
Kpproprvatton tittle and symbol: {| Total budgetary resources...$__ 6,607,022 





Scone Recreate woo ia ot ik oo eee eg oe 
Deepwater port liability fund { Amount to be deferred: 
| Part of year........... + $____ 5,176,000 
' 
69X5170 i MANOA WENN cpa'conect ees ee aS 
Rian ite Ene Ch ec ee ere te ae 
UNB-Tdentit ication code: "Legal authority (in addition to sec. 
{ ): 
i 


69+5170-0-2-304 Lot Antideficiency Act 


: ta.) Yes [iT No } LxT P.L. 99-500 & 99-591, & 
bi aes eee ee 33 0.5.C. 1517(f 
Type oF account or Fund: ype of budget authority: 

TT Annuat ! TXT Appropriation 
' 

1 | Hultiple-year spew ie Cae T_T Contract authority 

(expTration date) | 

i_Xt No-Year | deg (Other 545.5 

| 





eae ae ts | a = = 


Justification: This account funds a system for determination and settlement, 
w ou ault, of claims for al) cleanup costs and damages incurred, but not 
Otherwise compensated as a result of discharges of oil into the marine 
environment from deepwater port activities. Wistorically, there have been few 
obligations from this fund for'the purpose indicated: Particularly in recent 
years, there have been few, if any, spills, resulting in a carry over of $5.6 
million from 1986. The funds are déferred pending Congressional consideration 
of proposed supplemental appropriations language to transfer them to other 
Coast Guard accounts to fund the costs of the January 1987 pay raise and 
increased Federal Employée Retirement System costs. 


Estimated Program Effect: None 
Qutlay Effect: None 
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Deferral Wo: 087-53 
DEFERRAL OF BUDGET AUTHORITY 
Report Pursuant to Section 1013 of P.L. 93-344 
Sek: NOE tere er ea 
Transportation | New budget authority........$ 30,000,000 
1 (P.L. 99-500 & 99-591) 
Bureaus” “UTTice oF the Secretary} Other budgetary resources...$ 18,997,390 
! 
Appropriation title and symbol: ~~~} Total budgetary resources...$ 48,997,390 
Ri aa a ae ak | DURES SF FOT TS 
Payments to air carriers {| Amount to be deferred: 
| Part of year....... sie $___ 10,748,000 
' 
69x0150 A c= NG 5 cnie'd 0 GA as SOON es a 
Bh sh tals ay ea eal bhageh eiCE 
UNE Tdentitication code: ~~} Lepat ‘euthor ity (in addition to sec. 
j Ree 
69-0150-0-1-402 i Antideficiency Act 
ae eg 
TI ves TXT No} TXT P.L. 99-500 & 99-591, & 
Dee hte rau Netre er eS P.L. 85-726 
Type oF account or fund: i Type of budget authority: 
tT 7 Annual TXT Appropriation 
' 
tf Multiple-year 3 | T_T Contract authority 
a (expTration datey } 
T X| WNo-Year { T_T Other eee “ 
Pe ae rae ae acl 








Justification: This account provides compensation to airlines -- primarily 
Commuter carriers -- to provide a guaranteed level of air service to certain 
eligible communities. The subsidy is designed to meet the specific needs of 
each community as detailed in its Essential Air Service determination. The 
program is currently scheduled to expire on October 24, 1988. Over $14 million 
of the funds currently available are not expected to be spent before that time 
because carriers are not applying for these subsidies. Some of the unneeded 
funds are deferred pending Congressional consideration of proposed supplemental 
eppropriations language to transfer them to other Department of Transportation 
accounts to fund the costs of the January 1987 pay raise and increased Federal 
Employee Retirement System costs. 


Estimated Program Effect: None 
Outlay Effect: None 
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Deferral Wo: 087-54 


DEFERRAL OF BUDGET AUTHORITY 
Report Pursuant to Section 1013 of P.L. 93-344 


— 














KeENCY: See ae Aaa Ek a ee irr 
5 +:New budget authority...... .«$__ 202,500,000 
Environmental Protection Agency } (P.L. 99-500 & 99-591) 
sures: | Other budgetary resources... 00 
: 
ADPFOpFTatton titte and symboT: Total budgetary resources... __ 202,500,000 
Research and development ‘Juaeat te bs Seterres: 
i Part of year........... .-$ __11,000,000 
' 
687/80107 ti: WOR MIIPS gS g's gia With sri ua Set wee ee 
Rescue tae ane Ble ce gel ee aa ek ee a 
ONS VAENT IFICATION CoVET ' Lega} authority (in addition to sec. 
| eae 
68-0107-0-1-999 : 1 1 -Antideficiency Act 
— elite. t 
TA: Ves TL Wort TXT Other P.L. 99-500. 8 591 1/ 
! 


Type Or account or rungs ~~} Type of budget authority: 


aoe Annual 


; 
i 
1 TXT Appropriation 
ew ' 
oe Multiple-year Sept. 30, 1988] T_T Contract authority 
ot (exptrattor ates} 
| 
| 


11 No-Year TT Other __ 


wn ee ee 


Justification: This account funds research and development activities through 
contracts, grants, and intergovernmental agreements. The 1987 appropriation 
exceeded identified spending requirements and included funding for lower 
priority special purpose activities that would primarily benefit special 
interest groups. Small increments are deferred from most EPA activities, 
including those increases over tne President's request, pending Congressional 
consideration of proposed supplemental appropriations language tc transfer them 
to Salaries and expenses, EPA, to fund the costs of the January 1987 pay raise 
and increased costs of the Federal Employee Retirement System. 


Estimated Program Effect: None 
Outlay Effect (in thousands of dollars): 


1987 Outlay Estimate Fe oe ae OR ONO MBBS ooo eee fk 
Without With 





Rescission Rescission 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 
203,33? 200,422 -2,915 -5,720 ~1,540 “715 -110 


PesEe 
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087-54 


V/ Other authorities are: 7 U.S.C. 136 et seq.; 15 U.S.C. 2601 et seq.; 33 
U.S.C. 1251 et seq.; 42 U.S.C. 300f et seq.; 42 U.S.C. 6901 et seq.; 42 
U.S.C. 7401 et seq.; Reorganization Plan No. 3 of 1970. 
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Deferral Wo: 087-55 


DEFERRAL OF BUDGET AUTHORITY 
Report Pursuant to Section 1013 of P.L. 93-344 


' 
| New budget authority........ $__ 582,685,000 
Environmental Protection Agency ' (P.L. 99-500 & 99-591) 
sureau: Other budgetary resources... 
' 
' 
' 


Kppropriation title and syaboT: 
Ok a ies 


Abatement, control, and compliance } Amount to be deferred: ' 
Part of year............- $ __ 11,400,000 


687/80108 
OMB TIEHTITICation code: ———— 


68-0108-0-1-304 “T Antideficiency Act 


Todves TX] No TTXT Other P.L. 99-500 & 591 L/ 
lil Ech ne t ci TAL Pitta cai Be eS AE hn ia ceengem 
TYPE’ OT account” or" Fund: | Type of budget authority: 
r | Annual “XT Appropriation 
ight 


' 

' 

' 

! 

set t 

1 Xi Multiplte+year: Sept. 30, 19881 TT Contract authority 
es (expTration date} i 
f : 1 ae 
I 





Justification: This -account. funds contracts, grants, and cooperative 
agreements for pollution abatement, control, and compliance activities. The 
1987 appropriation exceeded identified spending requirements and included 
funding for lower priority special purpose activities that would primarily 
benefit special interest groups. Small increments are deferred from most EPA 
activities, including those increases over the President's request, pending 
Congressional consideration of proposed supplemental appropriations language to 
transfer them to Salaries and expenses, EPA, to fund the costs of the January 
1987 pay raise and increased costs of the Federal Employee Retirement System. 


Estimated Program Effect: None 
Outlay Effect (in thousands of dollars): 


1987 Outlay Estimate =v SUE TOR). Changes 
Meo ht: ————_ 


Rescission Rescission 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 
575,515 571,981 +-3,534 -5,700 -1,140 -684 -342 
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087-55 
1/ Other authorities are: 7 U.S.C. 136 et seq.; 15 U.S.C. 2601 et seq.; 33 
U.S.C. 1251 et seq.; 42 U.S.C. 300f et seq.; 42 U.S.C. 6901 et seq.; 42 


U.S.C. 7401 et seq.; Reorganization Plan No. 3 of 1970. 
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Deferral Mo: 087-56 


DEFERRAL OF BUDGET AUTHORITY 
Report Pursuant to Section 1013 of P.L. 93-344 





Suet: UNvcen States WAL Uy OT ee ee ee 
Association | Mew budget authority........ $____2,200,000 
Bis Sia A ab ishgh NY aa) Sa sea ! (P.L. 99-500 & 99-591) 
Bureau: | Other budgetary resources...$ 55,251 


| 
APHFOPFIatiOn Cite ahd SyaboT: ———} Total budgetary resources...$___ 2,255,251 


Amount to be deferred: 


Administrative expenses j 

i ~ Part of year.............. $____ 1,155,000 
' 

' 

' 


98x0100 


OMB TSENTIT cation codes ai (in addition to sec. 
| ise 


98-0100-0-1-401 | | Antideficiency Act 


{ 
sae one ' 
T_T ves Xt Nol T7XT P.L. 99-500 & 99-591, & 
Ne a a iin. eee rerun ff OI 
Type" OF SCCOTAE GF Fund: i Type of budget authority: 
-—- ' 
TT Annual { “XI Appropriation 
a ' 
Lid Multiple-year | TT Contract authority 
aa (expiration datey } 
ti No-Year t TT Other a eR Bn 
Ce ee sara mistmentemeiei he 


Justification: This temporary agency was established in 1973 to oversee the 
Ormation of Conrail, monitor its performance, and act as a conduit for Federal 
assistance. These activities have been completed and USRA will be abolished on 
April 1, 1987. Conrail is currently a profitable corporation that does not 
receive or need a government subsidy. The funds are deferred pending 
Congressional consideration of proposed supplemental appropriations language to 
transfer them to Department of Transportation accounts to fund the costs of the 
January 1987 pay raise and increased Federal Employee Retirement System costs. 


Estimated Program Effect: None. Ihe work of the agency is completed. 
Outlay Effect: None 


[FR Doc. 87-2165 Filed 2-3-87; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3110-01-C 
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
Agricultural Marketing Service 


7 CFR Part 1210 
[WRPA Docket No. 1} 


Proposed Watermelon Research and 
Promotion Plan; Notice of Hearing 


AGENCY: Agricultural Marketing Service, 
USDA. 

ACTION: Notice of hearing on proposed 
plan. 


SUMMARY: Notice is hereby given of a 
public hearing to be held to consider a 
proposed Watermelon Research and 
Promotion Plan (hereinafter referred to 
as the “Plan”). The proposed plan 
represents an attempt to improve the 
position of watermelons in the 
marketplace by a coordinated plan of 
research promotion. The proposal was 
submitted by the National Watermelon 
Association, Inc., which represents a 
substantial segment of the watermelon 
producers and handlers. The proposed 
plan would provide for a national 
research and promotion program 
financed by assessments on 
watermelons paid both by first handlers 
and by producers who grow five or more 
acres of watermelons annually. The 
proposed plan would establish a 
maximum assessment rate of 2 cents per 
hundredweight for handlers and 
producers. A 29-member board 
composed of watermelon producers, 
handlers and a representative of the 
general public would administer the 
program. The text of the proposal to be 
considered is set forth below. 

DATES: There will be a continuous 
hearing with sessions scheduled as 
follows: 

1. February 18, 1987, 9:00 a.m. 

2. February 24, 1987, 9:00 a.m. 

Any session may be continued 
beyond one day if necessary. 
ADDRESSES: 

1. The February 18, 1987 session will 
be held at the Flamingo Hotel, 3555 Las 
Vegas Blvd. South, Las Vegas, Nevada. 

2. The February 24, 1987 session will 
be held at 101 Marietta St. NW (corner 
of Spring and Marietta Streets), 29 Floor, 
Suite 2900, Atlanta, Georgia. 

Copies of this Notice of Hearing may 
be obtained from Ronald L. Cioffi, Chief, 
Marketing Order Administration Branch, 
Fruit and Vegetable Division, Room 
2523-S, AMS, USDA, Washington, DC 
20250. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Ronald L. Cioffi, Chief, Marketing Order 
Administration Branch, Fruit and 
Vegetable Division, Room 2523-S, AMS, 


USDA, Washington, D.C. 20250; 
telephone: (202} 447-5698. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This 
action is governed by the provisions of 
sections 556 and 557 of Title 5 of the 
United States Code, and therefore is 
excluded from the requirements of 
Executive Order 12291. 

The hearing is called pursuant to the 
provisions of the Watermelon Research 
and Promotion Act (Pub. L. 99-198, 99th 
Congress, approved December 23, 1985, 
7 U.S.C. 4901-4916), and in accordance 
with the applicable rules of practice and 
procedure governing proceedings to 
formulate an order (7 CFR Part 1200). 

The Regulatory Flexibility Act (Pub. L. 
96-354), effective January 1, 1981, seeks 
to ensure that, within the statutory 
authority of a program, the regulatory 
and information requirements are 
tailored to the size and nature of small 
businesses. Interested persons are 
invited to present evidence at the 
hearing on the probable regulatory and 
informational impact of the proposal on 
small businesses. 

The National Watermelon 
Association, Inc., composed of 
producers and handlers, proposed a 
Watermelon Research and Promotion 
Plan. The proposal has not received the 
approval of the Secretary of Agriculture. 
The proposed plan would provide for a 
research and promotion program for 
watermelons and watermelon products. 
The proposal contains no provisions for 
quality standards, production control, or 
any other controls that limit the right of 
individual watermelon producers to 
produce watermelons. Program costs 
would be financed by assessments paid 
by first handlers and by producers whe 
grow five or more acres of watermelons 
annually. The proposed plan would 
establish a maximum assessment rate of 
2 cents per hundredweight for handlers 
and producers. A 29-member board 
composed of watermelon producers, 
handlers and a representative of the 
general public would administer the 
program. The research and promotion 
plan would be applicable to 
watermelons produced in the forty-eight 
contiguous States of the United States. 

Because late winter and spring are 
busy periods for the watermelon 
industry, the proponents requested that 
the hearing be held as soon as 
practicable to allow interested persons 
an opportunity to participate in the 
hearing. A pre-notice press release was 
issued nationwide on December 10, 
1986, allowing interested persons until 
January 5, 1987, to comment on the 
proposed plan. In response to the pre- 
notice press release, copies of the 
proposed plan were requested but no 
comments were received. 
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Under the Rules of Practice the 
Administrator has determined that less 
than 15 days notice of hearing is 
adequate and reasonable in as much as: 
{1} The proposal was submitted by an 
industry group representing a 
substantial segment of the watermelon 
producers and handlers; (2) prior notice 
of the plan was given through a pre- 
notice press release issued nationwide 
on December 10, 1986; (3) the proponents 
requested the February 18 and 24 dates 
because of the late winter and early 
spring busy period and a desire to 
maximize participation at the hearing; 
and (4) the hearing will have two 
sessions one on February 18 in Las 
Vegas, Nevada and one on February 24 
in Atlanta, Georgia which will allow all 
interested persons to participate at 
either the earlier or later session. 

Copies of this notice are being mailed 
to all State Governors and county 
Cooperative Extension Service offices 
and all known State associations, 
producers, and handlers of 
watermelons. A press release will be 
made available nationwide to news 
media. 

The hearing is for the purpose of: 

(a) Receiving evidence about 
economic and marketing conditions 
which relate to the proposal and to any 
appropriate modifications thereof; 

(b) Determining the need for a plan to 
implement a nationally coordinated 
watermelon research and promotion 
program, 

{c) Determining the economic impact 
of the proposed plan on segments of 
industry and public affected by such a 
plan; and 

(d) Determining whether provisions 
specified in the proposed plan or any 
appropriate modifications will tend to 
effectuate the declared policy of the 
Watermelon Research and Promotion 
Act (7 U.S.C. 4901 et seq.). 

From the time this hearing notice is 
issued and until the issuance of a final 
decision in this proceeding, Department 
employees involved in the decisional 
process are prohibited from discussing 
the merits of the hearing issues on an ex 
parte basis with any person having an 
interest in the proceeding. The 
prohibition applies to employees in the 
following organizational units: 

Office of the Secretary of Agriculture 
Office of the Administrator, Agricultural 

Marketing Service 
Office of the General Counsel 
Fruit and Vegetable Division, 

Agricultural Marketing Service 

Procedural matters are not subject to 
the above prohibition and may be 
discussed at any time. 
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The provisions of the proposed 
research and promotion plan follow. 


List of Subjects in 7 CFR Part 1210 


Watermelon, Agricultural research, 
Agricultural promotion, Market 
development. 


1. The provisions of the plan proposed 
by the National Watermelon 
Association, Inc. would add Part 1210 
and would read as follows: 


PART 1210—WATERMELON 
RESEARCH AND PROMOTION PLAN 


Definitions 


Sec. 

1210.301 
1210.302 
1210.303 
1210.304 
1210.305 
1210.306 
1210.307 
1210.308 
1210.309 
1210.310 
1210.311 
1210.312 
1210.313 


Secretary. 

Act. 

Plan. 

Board. 

Watermelon. 
Watermelon products. 
Producer. 

Handle. 

Handler. 

Person. 

Processor. 

Fiscal period and marketing year. 
Programs and projects. 
1210.314 Promotion. 

1210.315 Research. 


National Watermelon Promotion Board 


1210.320 Establishment and membership. 
1210.321 Nominations and selection. 
1210.322 Term of office. 

1210.323 Acceptance. 

1210.324 Vacancies. 

1210.325 Procedure. 

1210.326 Compensation and reimbursement. 
1210.327 Powers. 

1210.328 Duties. 


Research and Promotion 


1210.330 Policy and objective. 
1210.331 Programs and projects. 


Expenses and Assessments 


1210.340 Budget and expenses. 
1210.341 Assessments. 

1210.342 Exemption from assessment. 
1210.343 Producer and handler refunds. 
1210.344 Operating reserve. 


Reports, Books, and Records 


1210.350 Reports. 
1210.351 Books and records. 
1210.352 Confidential treatment. 


Miscellaneous 


1210.360 Right of the Secretary. 
1210.361 Personal liability. 
1210.362 Influencing governmental action. 
1210.363 Suspension or termination. 
1210.364 Proceedings after termination. 
1210.365 Effect of termination or 
amendment. 
1210.366 Separability. 
1210.367 Patents, copyrights, inventions, and 
publications. 
Authority: Pub. L. 99-198; 7 U.S.C. 4901- 
4916. 


Definitions 


§ 1210.301 Secretary. 

“Secretary” means the Secretary of 
the United States Department of 
Agriculture or any officer or employee of 
the Department to whom authority has 
been delegated, or to whom authority 
may be delegated, to act for the 
Secretary. 


§ 1210.302 Act. 


“Act” means the Watermelon 
Research and Promotion Act of 1985 
(Title XVI, Subtitle C of Pub. L. 99-198, 
99th Congress, approved December 23, 
1985, 99 Stat. 1622). 


§ 1210.303 Plan. 

“Plan” means this Watermelon 
Research and Promotion Plan issued by 
the Secretary pursuant to the Act. 


§ 1210.304 Board. 

“Board” means the National 
Watermelon Promotion Board, 
hereinafter established pursuant to 
§ 1210.320. 


§ 1210.305 Watermelon. 

“Watermelon” means all varieties of 
watermelon grown by producers in the 
48 contiguous States of the United 
States. 


§ 1210.306 Watermeion products. 

“Watermelon products” means 
products wherein watermelon is a 
principal ingredient. 


§ 1210.307 Producer. 

“Producer” means any person 
engaged in the growing of 5 acres or 
more of watermelons who owns or 
shares the ownership and risk of loss of 
such watermelon crop. 


§ 1210.308 Handle. 

“Handle” means to grade, pack, 
process, sell, transport, purchase, or in 
any other way to place watermelons or 
cause watermelons to be placed in the 
current of commerce. Such term shall 
not include the transportation or 
delivery of field-run watermelons by the 
producer thereof to a handler for 
grading, sizing or processing. 


§ 1210.309. Handler. 

“Handler” means any person (except 
a common or contract carrier of 
watermelons owned by another person) 
who handles watermelons, including a 
producer who handles watermelons of 
his own production. 


§ 1210.310 Person. 


“Person” means any individual, group 
of individuals, partnership, corporation, 
association, cooperative, or other entity. 


§ 1210.311 Processor. 


“Processor” means any person who 
commercially processes watermelons 
into watermelon products intended for 
human consumption. 


§ 1210.312 Fiscal period and marketing 
year. 

“Fiscal period” and “marketing year” 
means the 12 month period from January 
1 to December 31 or such other period 
which may be approved by the 
Secretary. 


§ 1210.313 Programs and projects. 


“Programs” and “projects” mean 
those research, development, 
advertising, or promotion programs or 
projects develop by the Board pursuant 
to § 1210.331. 


§ 1210.314 Promotion. 


“Promotion” means any action taken 
by the Board, pursuant to the Act, to 
present a favorable image for 
watermelons to the public with the 
express intent of improving the 
competitive position of watermelons in 
the marketplace and stimulating sales of 
watermelons, and shall include, but not 
be limited to, paid advertising. 


§ 1210.315 Research. 


“Research” means any type of 
systematic study or investigation, and/ 
or the evaluation of any study or 
investigation designed to advance the 
image, desirability, usage, marketability, 
production, or quality of watermelon or 
watermelon products. 


National Watermelon Promotion Board 


§ 1210.320 Establishment and 
membership. 


(a) There is hereby established a 
National Watermelon Promotion Board, 
hereinafter called the “Board”. The 
Board shall be composed of producers 
and handlers and one public 
representative appointed by the 
Secretary. An equal number of producer 
and handler representatives shall be 
nominated by producers and handlers 
pursuant to § 1210.321. The public 
representative shall be nominated by 
the producer and handler Board 
members in such manner as may be 
prescribed by the Secretary. If producers 
and handlers fail to select nominees for 
appointment to the Board, the Secretary 
may appoint persons on the basis of 
representation as provided in § 1210.324. 
If the Board fails to adhere to 
procedures prescribed by the Secretary 
for nonimating a public representative, 
the Secretary shall appoint such 
representative. 
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(b) Membership on the Board shall be 
determined on the basis of two handler 
and two producer representatives for 
each of seven (7) districts in the 
continguous States of the United States. 
The districts established have 
approximately equal production volume 
according to the 3-year average 
production as set forth in the USDA 
Crop Production Annual Summary 
Reports for 1979, 1980, and 1981. They 
are: 

District #1—South Florida including all areas 
south of State highway 50. 

District #2—North Florida including all areas 
north of State highway 50. 

District #3—The States of Alabama and 
Georgia. 

District #4—The States of South Carolina, 
North Carolina, Virginia, Delaware, 
Maryland, West Virginia, Pennsylvania, 
New Jersey, New York, Ohio, Michigan, 
Connecticut, Rhode Island, Massachusetts, 
Vermont, New Hampshire, and Maine. 

District #5—The States of Mississippi, 
Kentucky, Tennessee, Louisiana, Arkansas, 
Missouri, Illinois, Indiana, lowa, Kansas, 
Nebraska, Oklahoma, Wisconsin, 
Minnesota, North Dakota, South Dakota, 
Colorado, and New Mexico. 

District #6—The State of Texas. 

District #7—The States of Arizona, 
California, Nevada, Utah, Oregon, Idaho, 
Wyoming, Washington, and Montana. 


(c) Every five years, the Board shall 
review the districts to determine 
whether realignment of the districts is 
necessary. In making such review, it 
shall give consideration to: 

(1) The most recent three years USDA 
production reports, or Board assessment 
reports if USDA production reports are 
unavailable; 

(2) Shifts and trends in quantities of 
watermelon produced, and 

(3) Other relevant factors. 


As a result of this review, the Board 
may realign the districts subject to the 
approval of the Secretary. Any such 
realignment shall be made at least six 
months prior to the date on which terms 
of office of the Board begin each year 
and shall become effective at least 30 
days prior to such date. 


§ 1210.321 Nominations and selection. 


The Secretary shall appoint the 
members of the Board from nominations 
to be made in the following manner: 

(a) The Board shall issue a call for 
nominations by February first of each 
year in which an election is to be held. 
The call shall include at a minimum, the 
followng information: 

(1) A list of the vacancies and 
qualifications by District for which 
nominees may be submitted. 

(2) The date by which the nominees 
shall be submitted to the Secretary for 


consideration to be in compliance with 
§ 1210.323 of this subpart. 

(3) A list of those States by District 
entitled to participate in the nomination 
process. 

(4) The date, time, and location of any 
next scheduled meeting of the Board, 
National and State producer or handler 
associations, and District conventions, 
meetings, or caucuses, if any. 

(b) Nominations for the vacant 
positions shall be made in the District 
entitled to nominate by District 
convention, meeting, or caucus. Notice 
of such convention, meeting, or caucus 
shall be publicized to all producers and 
handlers within such District at least ten 
days prior to said event. The Secretary 
shall also receive at least ten days 
notice of such event. The notice shall 
have attached to it the call for 
nominations from the Board. The 
responsibility for publicizing and 
convening the District ccnvention, 
meeting or caucus shall be that of the 
then members of the Board from that 
District. 

(c) All producers and handlers within 
the District may participate in the 
convention, meeting, or caucus: 
Provided, That, if a producer or handler 
is engaged in the production or handling 
of watermelons in more than one State, 
he/she shall elect the State in which he/ 
she desires to participate, and such 
election shall remain controlling until 
revoked in writing to the Board. 

(d) The District convention, meeting or 
caucus shall conduct the selection 
process for the nominees in accordance 
with procedures to be adopted at each 
such convention, meeting, or caucus: 
Provided, That the following provisions 
are applicable to all nominating 
ga whenever and wherever 

eld: 

(1) There shall be two individuals 
nominated for each vacant position. 
Each nominee shal] meet the 
qualifications set forth in the call. 

(2) No State in Districts 3, 4, 5 and 7 as 
currently constituted shall have more 
than three representatives on the Board. 

(3) Each State represented at the 
District convention, meeting or caucus 
shall have one vote which vote shall be 
determined by the producers and 
handlers from that State by majority 
vote. Each State shall further have an 
additional vote for each 5 hundred 
thousand hundredweight volume as 
determined by the three year average 
annual crop production summary reports 
of the USDA, or if such reports are not 
published, then the three year average 
of the Board assessment reports: 
Provided, That for the first four calls for 
nominees, the USDA Crop Production 
Annual Summary Reports for 1979, 1980, 
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and 1981 will be controlling as to the 
additional votes. 


§ 1210.322 Term of office. 


(a) The term of office of Board 
members shall be three years, except 
that the members of the initial Board 
shall be designated by lot for, and shall 
serve terms as follows: Four producers 
and four handlers and the public 
member shall serve for one-year terms; 
five producers and five handlers shall 
serve for two-year terms; and five 
producers and five handlers shall serve 
for three-year terms. 

(b) The term of office for the initial 
Board shall begin immediately on 
appointment by the Secretary. In 
subsequent years, the term of office 
shall begin on January 1 or such other 
period which may be approved by the 
Secretary. 

(c) Board members shall serve during 
the term of office for which they are 
selected and have qualified, and until 
their successors are selected and have 
qualified. 

(d) No member shall serve more than 
two successive terms: Provided, That 
those members and alternates serving 
the initial term of one year may serve 
two additional consecutive three-year 
terms. 


§1210.323 Acceptance. 


Each person nominated for 
membership on the Board shall qualify 
by filing a written acceptance with the 
Secretary. Such written acceptance shall 
accompany the nominations list 
required by § 1210.321. 


§ 1210.324 Vacancies. 


(a) In the event any member of the 
Board ceases to be a member of the 
category of members from which the 
member was appointed to the Board, 
such position shall automatically 
become vacant. 

(b) If a member of the Board 
consistently refuses to perform the 
duties of a member of the Board, or if a 
member of the Board engages in acts of 
dishonesty or willful misconduct, the 
Board may recommend to the Secretary 
that the member be removed from office. 
If the Secretary finds the 
recommendation of the Board shows 
adequate cause, the Secretary shall 
remove such member from office. 
Further, without recommendation of the 
Board a member may be removed by the 
Secretary upon showing of adequate 
cause, if the Secretary determines that 
the person's continued services would 
be detrimental to the purposes of the 
Act. 
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(c) To fill any vacancy caused by the 
failure of any person selected as a 
member of the Board to qualify, or in the 
event of the death, removal, resignation, 
or disqualification of any member, a 
successor shall be nominated and 
selected in the manner specified in 
§ 1210.321, except that said nomination 
and replacement shall not be required if 
the unexpired term of office is less than 
six months. In the event of failure to 
provide nominees for such vacancies, 
the Secretary may appoint other eligible 
persons. 


§ 1210.325 Procedure. 

(a) Fifteen Board members shall 
constitute a quorum and any action of 
the Board shall require the concurring 
votes of a majority of those present and 
voting. At assembled meetings all votes 
shall be cast in person. 

(b) For routine and noncontroversial 
matters which do not require 
deliberation and the exchange of views, 
and for matters of an emergency nature 
when there is not enough time to call an 
assembled meeting, the Board may act 
upon a majority of concurring votes of 
its members cast by mail, telegraph, 
telephone, or by other means of 
communication: Provided, That each 
member receives an accurate, full, and 
substantially identical explanation of 
each proposition. Telephone votes shall 
be promptly confirmed in writing. All 
votes shall be recorded in the Board 
minutes. 


§ 1210.326 Compensation and 
reimbursement. 

Board members shall serve without 
compensation but shall be reimbursed 
for reasonable expenses incurred by 
them in the performance of their duties 
as Board members. 


§ 1210.327 Powers 

The Board shall have the following 
powers subject to § 1210.363: 

(a) To administer the provisions of 
this Plan in accordance with its terms 
and conditions; 

(b) To make rules and regulations to 
effectuate the terms and conditions of 
this Plan; 

(c) To receive, investigate, and report 
to the Secretary complaints of violations 
of this Plan; and 

(d) To recommend to the Secretary 
amendments to this Plan. 


§ 1210.328 Duties. 

The Board shall, among other things, 
have the following duties: 

(a) To meet, organize, and select from 
among its members a President and such 
other officers as may be necessary; to 
select committees and subcommittees of 
board members; to adopt such rules for 


the conduct of its business as it may 
deem advisable; and it may establish 
advisory committees of persons other 
than Board members. 

(b) To employ such persons as it may 
deem necessary and to determine the 
compensation and define the duties of 
each; and to protect the handling of 
Board funds through fidelity bonds; 

(c) To, prepare and submit, prior to 
the beginning of each fiscal period, for 
the Secretary's approval, a 
recommended rate of assessment and a 
fiscal period budget of the anticipated 
expenses in the administration of this 
Plan, including the probable costs of all 
programs and projects; 

(d) To develop programs and projects, 
which must be approved by the 
Secretary before becoming effective, 
and enter into contracts or agreements, 
with the approval of the Secretary, for 
the development and carrying out of 
programs or projects of research, 
development, advertising or promotion, 
and the payment of the costs thereof 
with funds collected pursuant to this 
Plan; 

(e) To keep minutes, books, and 
records which clearly reflect all of the 
acts and transactions of the Board. 
Minutes of each Board meeting shall be 
promptly reported to the Secretary; 

(f} To prepare and submit to the 
Secretary such reports from time to time 
as may be prescribed for appropriate 
accounting with respect to the receipt 
and disbursement of funds entrusted to 
the Board; 

(g) To cause the books of the Board to 
be audited by a certified public 
accountant at least once each fiscal 
period, and at such other time as the 
Board may deem necessary. The report 
of such audit shall show the receipt and 
expenditure of funds collected pursuant 
to this part. Two copies of each such 
report shall be furnished to the 
Secretary and a copy of each such 
report shall be made available at the 
principal office of the Board for 
inspection by producers and handlers; 

(h) To investigate violations of the 
Plan and report the results of such 
investigations to the Secretary for 
appropriate action to enforce the 
provisions of the Plan; 

(i) To periodically prepare and make 
public and to make available to 
producers and handlers reports of its 
activities carried out, and at least once 
each fiscal period to make public an 
accounting of funds received and 
expended; 

(j) To give the Secretary the same 
notice of meetings of the Board and its 
subcommittees as is given to its 
members. 
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(k) To act as intermediary between 
the Secretary and any producer or 
handler; and 

(1) To furnish the Secretary such 
information as the Secretary may 
request. 

(m) To notify watermelon producers 
and handlers of all Board meetings 
through press releases or other means; 

(n) To appoint and convene, from time 
to time, working committees drawn from 
producers, handlers and the public to 
assist in the development of research 
and promotion programs for 
watermelon; 

(0) To develop and recommend such 
rules and regulations to the Secretary 
for approval as may be necessary for the 
development and execution of programs 
or projects to effectuate the declared 
purpose of the Act; and 

(p) With the approval of the Secretary 
to enter into contracts or make 
agreements for the development and 
carrying out of research and promotion 
projects and to pay for the costs of such 
contracts or agreements with funds 
collected pursuant to § 1210.341. 


Research and Promotion 


§ 1210.330 Policy and objective. 

It shall be the policy of the Board to 
carry out an effective, continuous, and 
coordinated program of research, 
development, advertising, and 
promotion in order to: 

(a) Strengthen watermelon’s 
competitive position in the marketplace, 

(b) Maintain and expand existing 
domestic and foreign markets, and 

(c) Develop new or improved markets. 

It shall be the objective of the Board 
to carry out programs and projects 
which will provide maximum benefit to 
the watermelon industry. 


§ 1210.331 Programs and projects. 

The Board shall develop and submit 
to the Secretary for approval any 
programs or projects authorized in this 
section. Such programs or projects shall 
provide for: 

(a) The establishment, issuance, 
effectuation and administration of 
appropriate programs or projects for 
advertising and sales promotion of 
watermelons or watermelon products 
designed to strengthen the position of 
the watermelon industry in the 
marketplace and to maintain, develop, 
and expand markets for watermelon and 
watermelon products: 

(b) Establishing and carrying out 
research and development projects and 
studies to the end that the acquisition of 
knowledge pertaining to watermelon 
and watermelon products or their 
consumption and use may be 
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encouraged or expanded, or to the end 
that the marketing and use-of 
watermelons and watermelon products 
may be encouraged, expanded, 
improved, or made more efficient: 
Provided, That quality control, grade 
standards, supply management 
programs or other programs that would 
otherwise limit.the right of the 
individual watermelon producer to 
produce watermelon shall not be 
conducted under, or. as a part of, this 
Plan; 

(c) The development and expansion of 
watermelon and watermelon product 
sales in foreign markets; 

(d) A prohibition on advertising or 
other promotion programs that make 
any reference to private brand names or 
use false or unwarranted claims on 
behalf of watermelons or their products 
or false or unwarranted statements with 
respect to the attributes or-use of any 
competing product; 

(e) Periodic evaluation by the Board of 
each program or project authorized 
under this Plan to insure that each 
program or project contributes to an 
effective and coordinated program of 
research and promotion and submit such 
evaluation to the Secretary. If the Board 
or the Secretary finds that a program or 
project does not further the purposes of 
the Act, then the Board shall terminate 
such program or project. 


Expenses and Assessments 


§ 1210.340 Budget and expenses. 

(a) Prior to the beginning of each 
fiscal period, or as may be necessary 
thereafter, the Board shall prepare.and 
recommend to the Secretary a budget of 
its anticipated expenses and 
disbursements in the administration of 
this Plan, including probable costs of 
research, development, advertising, and 
promotion for such fiscal period. The 
Board shall also recommend a rate of 
assessment calculated to provide 
adequate funds to defray its proposed 
expenditures and to provide for a 
reserve as set forth in § 1210.344. 

(b) Funds collected by the Board 
pursuant to § 1210.341 shall be used for 
research, development, advertising, or 
promotion of watermelon and 
watermelon products, such other 
expenses for the administration, 
maintenance, and functioning of the 
Board as may be authorized by the 
Secretary, and any referenda and 
administrative costs. incurred by the 
Department of Agriculture. 


§ 1210.341 Assessments. 
(a) During the.effective period of this 


subpart assessments shall be levied on 
all watermelons produced and all 


watermelons handled for ultimate 
consumption as human food. No more 
than one assessment on a producer nor~ 
more than one assessment on a handler 
shall be made on any watermelons. The 
handler shall.be.assessed an equal 
amount on a per unit basis as the 
producer. If a person performs both 
producing and handling functions, both 
assessments shall be paid by such 
person. 

(b) Assessment rates shall be fixed by 
the Secretary in accordance with 
§ 1647(f}, of the Watermelon Research 
and Promotion Act: Provided, That the 
maximum assessment shall not exceed 
two (2) cents per hundredweight for 
producers and two (2) cents per 
hundredweight for handlers..No 
assessments shall be levied on 
watermelons grown by producers of less 
than 5 acres of watermelons: Provided, 
such grower has applied for an 
exemption under § 1210.342(b) of this 
Plan. 

{c) Each first handler, as specified in 
regulations, is responsible for payment 
to the Board of both the producer's and 
the handler’s assessment pursuant to 
regulations issued hereunder. The first 
handler may collect producer 
assessments from the producer or 
deduct such assessments from the 
proceeds paid to the producer on whose 
watermelons the assessments are made. 
The first handler shall maintain separate 
records for each producer's 
watermelons handled, including 
watermelons produced by said handler. 
Such records shall indicate the total 
quantity of watermelons handled by the 
handler, including those handled for 
producers and for the handler, the total 
quantity of watermelons handled by the 
handler that are included under the 
terms of this Plan; as well as those that 
are exempt under this.Plan, and such 
other information as may be prescribed 
by the Board. 

(d) Assessments shall be paid to the 
Board at such time and in such manner 
as the Board, with the Secretary's 
approval, directs pursuant to regulations 
issued hereunder. Such regulations may 
provide for different handlers or classes 
of handlers and different handler 
payment and reporting schedules to 
recognize differences in marketing 
practices or procedures used in any 
State or production area. 

(e) The Board may authorize other 
organizations to collect assessments in 
its behalf. 

(f) There shall be a late payment 
charge imposed on any handler who 
fails to remit to the Board. the total 
amount for which any such handler is 
liable on.or before the payment due date 
established by the Board under 
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paragraph (d) of this section: The 
amount of the late payment charge shall 
be set by the Board subject to approval 
by the Secretary. 

(g) There shall also be imposed.on any 
handler subject to a late payment 
charge, an additional charge in the form 
of interest on the outstanding portion of 
any amount for which the handler is 
liable. The rate of such interest shall be 
prescribed by the Board subject to 
approval by the Secretary, but shall not 
exceed the maximum legal rate of 
interest, if any, as established by 
Congress. 

(h) The Board is hereby authorized to 
accept advance payment of assessments 
by handlers that shall be credited 
toward any amount for which the 
handlers may become liable. The Board 
is not obligated to pay interest on any 
advance payment. 

(i) The Board is hereby authorized to 
borrow money for the payment of 
administrative expenses subject to the 
same fiscal , budget, and audit controls 
as other funds of the Board. 


§ 1210.342 Exemption from assessment. 


(a) The Board may exempt 
watermelons used for nonfood purposes 
from the provisions of this Plan and 
shall establish adequate safeguards 
against improper use of such 
exemptions. 

(b) Any person engaged in the 
growing of less than five acres of 
watermelons who owns or shares the 
ownership and risk of loss of such 
watermelon crop shall be exempt from 
the assessment. To claim such 
exemption, a producer shall submit an 
application to the Board starting that 
his/her production shall not be five 
acres or more for the year for which the 
exemption is claimed. 


§ 1210.343 Producer and handler refunds. 


Any producer or handler against 
whose watermelons an assessment is 
made and collected under this Plan and 
who is not in favor of supporting the 
research, development, advertising, and 
promotion program provided for under 
this Plan shall have the right to demand 
and receive from the Board a refund of 
such assessment upon submission of 
proof satisfactory to the Board.that the 
producer or handler paid the assessment 
for which refund is sought. Any such 
demand shall be made personally by 
such producer or handler‘on a form 
which the producer or handler shall sign 
and within a time period prescribed by 
the Board pursuant'to regulations.-Such 
time period shall give the producer or. 
handler at least 90 days from the date of 
collection to submit the refund request 





Federal Register / Vol. 52, No. 23 / Wednesday, February 4, 1987 / Proposed Rules 


form to the Board. Any such refund shall 
be made within 45 days after demand 
therefor. 


§ 1210.244 Operating reserve. 

The Board may establish an operating 
monetary reserve and may carry over to 
subsequent fiscal periods excess funds 
in a reserve so established: Provided, 
That funds in the reserve shall not 
exceed approximately two fiscal 
periods’ budgeted expenses. Such 
reserve funds may be used to defray any 
expenses authorized under this subpart. 


i.eports, Books, and Records 


§ 1210.350 Reports. 

Each first handler shall maintain a 
record with respect to each producer for 
whom watermelons were handled and 
for watermelons produced and handled 
by the handler. First handlers shall 
report to the Board at such times and in 
such manner as it may prescribe by 
regulations such information as may be 
necessary for the Board to perform its 
duties. Such reports may include, but 
shall not be limited to, the following: 

(a) Total quantity of watermelons 
handled for each producer and for him/ 
herself, including those which are 
exempt under this Plan; 

(b) Total quantity of watermelons 
handled for each producer and for him/ 
herself, on which the producer 
assessment was collected; 

(c) Name and address of each person 
from whom an assessment was 
collected, the amount collected from 
each person, and the date such 
collection was made; and 

(d) Name and address of each person 
claiming exemption from assessment 
and a copy of each such person’s claim 
of exemption. 


§ 1210.351 Books and records. 

Each handler subject to this subpart 
shall maintain and during normal 
business hours make available for 
inspection by employees of the Board or 
Secretary, such books and records as 
are necessary to carry out the provisions 
of this Plan and the regulations issued 
thereunder, including such records as 
are necessary to verify any required 
reports. Such records shall be 
maintained for two years beyond the 
fiscal period of their applicability. 


§ 1210.352 Confidential treatment. 

(a) All information obtained from the 
books, records, or reports required to be 
maintained under §§ 1210.350 and 
1210.351 shall be kept confidential and 
shall not be disclosed to the public by 
any person. Only such information as 
the Secretary deems relevant shall be 
disclosed to the public and then only in 


a suit or administrative hearing brought 
at the direction, or on the request, of the 
Secretary, or to which the Secretary or 
any officer of the United States is a 
party, and involving this Plan: Except 
that nothing in this subpart shall be 
deemed to prohibit: 

(1) The issuance of general statements 
based on the reports of a number of 
handlers subject to this Plan if such 
statements do not identify the 
information furnished by any person; or 

(2) The publication by direction of the 
Secretary of the name of any person 
violating this Plan together with a 
statement of the particular provisions of 
this Plan violated by such person. 

(b) Any disclosure of any confidential 
information by any employee of the 
Board shall be considered willful 
misconduct. 


Miscellaneous 


§ 1210.360 Right of the Secretary. 

All fiscal matters, programs or 
projects, rules or regulations, reports, or 
other substantive actions proposed and 
prepared by the Board shall be 


submitted to the Secretary for approval. 


§ 1210.361 Personal liability. 

No member or employee of the Board 
shall be held personally responsible, 
either individually or jointly with others, 
in any way whatsoever to any person 
for errors in judgment, mistakes, or other 
acts, either of commission or omission, 
as such member or employee, except for 
acts of dishonesty or willful misconduct. 


§ 1210.362 Influencing governmental 
action. 

No funds collected by the Board under 
this plan shall in any manner be used for 
the purpose of influencing governmental 
policy or action; except for making 
recommendations to the Secretary as 
provided in this subpart. 


§ 1210.363 Suspension or termination. 

(a) Whenever the Secretary finds that 
this Plan or any provision thereof 
obstructs or does not tend to effectuate 
the declared policy of the Act, the 
Secretary shall terminate or suspend the 
operation of this Plan or such provision 
thereof. 

(b) The Secretary may conduct a 
referendum at any time, and shall hold a 
referendum on request of the Board or of 
10 percent or more of the watermelon 
producers and handlers to determine if 
watermelon producers and handlers 
favor termination or suspension of this 
Plan. The Secretary shall suspend or 
terminate this Plan at the end of the 
marketing year whenever the Secretary 
determines that the suspension or 
termination is favored by a majority of 
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the watermelon producers and handlers 
voting in such referendum who, during a 
representative period determined by the 
Secretary, have been engaged in 
production and/or handling of 
watermelons and who produced and/or 
handled more than 50 percent of the 
volume of watermelons produced or 
handled by those producers and 
handlers voting in the referendum. Any 
such referendum shall be conducted at 
county extension offices. 


§ 1210.364 Proceedings after termination. 


(a) Upon the termination of this Plan, 
the Board shall recommend not more 
than five of its members to the Secretary 
to serve as trustees for the purpose of 
liquidating the affairs of the Board. Such 
persons, upon designation by the 
Secretary, shall become trustees of all 
funds and property then in possession or 
under control of the Board, including 
claims for any funds unpaid or property 
not delivered or any other claim existing 
at the time of such termination. 

(b) The said trustees shall— 

(1) Continue in such capacity until 
discharged by the Secretary; 

(2) Carry out the obligations of the 
Board under any contracts or 
agreements entered into by it pursuant 
to § 1210.328(d); 

(3) From time-to-time account for all 
receipts and disbursements and deliver 
all property on hand, together with all 
books and records of the Board and of 
the trustees, to such person or persons 
as the Secretary may direct; and 

(4) Upon the request of the Secretary 
execute such assignments or other 
instruments necessary or appropriate to 
vest in such person or persons full title 
and right to all the funds, property, and 
claims vested in the Board or the 
trustees pursuant to this section. 

(c) Any person to whom funds, 
property, or claims have been 
transferred or delivered pursuant to this 
section shall be subject to the same 
obligation imposed upon the Board and 
upon the trustees. 

({d) A reasonable effort shall be made 
by the Board or its trustees to return to 
producers and handlers any residual 
funds not required to defray the 
necessary expenses of liquidation. If it is 
found impractical to return such 
remaining funds to producers and 
handlers, such funds shall be disposed 
of in such manner as the Secretary may 
determine to be appropriate. 


§ 1210.365 Effect of termination or 
amendment. 

Unless otherwise expressly provided 
by the Secretary, the termination of this 
Plan or any regulation issued pursuant 





thereto, or the issuance of any 
amendment to either thereof, shall not— 

(a) Affect or waive any right, duty, 
obligation, or liability which shall have 
arisen or which may thereafter arise in 
connection with any provision of this 
Plan or any regulation issued 
thereunder, or 

(b) Release or extinguish any violation 
of this Plan or any regulation issued 
thereunder, or 

(c) Affect or impair any rights or 
remedies of the United States, or of the 
Secretary, or of any other person with 
respect to any such violation. 


§ 1210.366 Separability. 

If any provision of this Plan is 
declared invalid or the applicability 
thereof to any person or circumstance is 
held invalid, the validity of the 
remainder of this Plan or applicability 
thereof to other persons or 
circumstances shall not be affected 
thereby. 


§ 1210.367 Patents, copyrights, 
inventions, and publications. 

Except for a reasonable royalty paid 
to the inventor of a patented invention, 
any patents, copyrights, inventions, 


product formulations, or publications 
developed through the use of funds 
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collected under the provisions of this 
Plan shall be the property of the United 
States government as represented by the 
Board. Funds generated by such patents, 
copyrights, inventions, product 
formulations, or publications shall be 
considered income subject to the same 
fiscal, budget, and audit controls as 
other funds of the Board. 

Signed in Washington, DC, on February 2, 
1987. 
]. Patrick Boyle, 
Administrator, Agricultural Marketing 
Service. 
[FR. Doc. 87-2346 Filed 2-2-87; 1:48 pm] 
BILLING CODE 3410-02-M 
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